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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s unperstoop that Mr. Justice Day and Mr. Justice A. L. 
Sar will form a divisional court during the assizes. 





Tue Lorp Cuancettor introduced on Monday last a Bill for the 
Appointment of a Public Trustee, but the Bill had not, up to 
Thursday, been issued. 





We recret to hear that Mr. Atrrep Rawttnson, one of Mr. 
Justice Norrn’s chief clerks, is disabled by illness, and is not 
likely to resume his duties before the Long Vacation. 





In consequence of the unexpected absence of Lord Esuer from 
Court of Appeal No. 2 on Thursday, a court for the hearing of 
final appeals could not be formed, and Lords Justices Lrxpiey and 
Bowen took some of the interlocutory appeals which were in the 
paper of Court of Appeal No. 1. 





We cnperstanp that over 1,000 solicitors in the City of London 
have signed a letter to their representatives in the House of Com- 
mons with regard to the Land Transfer Bill, and that the members 
for the City had arranged to receive a deputation on the subject. 
The matter has, however, been postponed until it is seen whether 
the Bill will be proceeded with this session. 


So xaripty have the Queen’s Bench interlocutory appeals been 
disposed of, that on and after Monday next, the 8th inst., Lord 
Justice Corron (or, perhaps, Lord Justice Bowen) and Lords 
Justices Fry and Lores will each sit in a separate court, and take 
Queen’s Bench non-jury actions. This arrangement is expected to 
last for a fortnight, and in the meantime Admiralty appeals with 
assessors will be in the paper for hearing in Court of Appeal No. 1. 





We racive that the attendance at the meeting of the Incor- 
porated Law Society on the 12th inst. is likely to be somewhat 
larger than usual. Independently of the desire to manifest in some 
degree the eenee of gratitude for the unwearied exertions of the 
retiring president—which, we believe, will lead members who 
seldom frequent these meetings to put in an appearance to give Mr. 
Laxe a greeting—there will be the episode of a vote of censure 
for ‘‘error of judgment,” to be moved by the solicitor whose 
own judgment led him to inform the public, through the Times 
newspaper, that ‘‘the recent frauds and thefts of solicitors have 
greatly shaken public confidence in the profession.” 





A coRRESPONDENT very opportunely calls attention to a declara- 
tion made by Lord Hatssury in his speech at a Mansion House 
dinner in November, 1886. In view of the introduction of the 
Land Transfer Bill in the following seseion, he said — 
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future legislation which enables people to deal with their own 
in any way they may please, without undue restriction and 
without undue expenee, is calculated to add to our advantages as a 
community. I believe that if passed in that spirit legislation is 
possible and is desirable ; but I do not believe, and I wish to state 
my belief expressly on the point, that any legislation which 
bas for its object to deprive a man of any right without 
giving him compensation for what is taken from him is neither 
desirable nor likely to promote the harmony and the wel- 
fure of this great empire. In our future legislation we must 
proceed upon the lines of respecting the rights of all.” Last 
week, in his speech upon the third reading of the Land 
Tronsfer Bill, the Lord Chancellor who, in 1886, so strenuously 
condemned ‘‘ legislation which has for its object to deprive a man 
of any right without giving him compensation for what is taken 
away from him,” made the following remarks :—‘‘ It was for their 
lordships to determine whether there should be a cheaper transfer 
of land, and he should be surprised if any noble lord could suggest 
any mode in which that transfer could be accomplished without 
interfering with vested interests. It was natural to ask 


noble lords who proposed to move or support the rejection of the | 


Bill what plan they would suggest. Could they point to any means 
for cheapening the transfer of land except by diminishing solicitors’ 
charges?” We are entitled to ask, now that Lord Hatssvry has 
admitted that vested interests are interfered with by his Bill, and 
thatthe only mode of cheapening land transfer is by diminishing 
solicitors’ charges, whether he means to act up to the pledge he 
gave in 1886 with an obvious reference to the Land Transfer Bill ? 
It he does not, he is, by his own admission, promoting ‘‘ legislation 
which has for its object to deprive a man of a right without 
giving him compensation for what is taken from him.” 


Tue Lorp Cuter Justice, in his recent speech at the Mansion 
House, on the occasion of the judges’ dinner, while referring to, 
and accounting for, the arrears of business in the Queen’s Bench 
Division, warmly and gratefully acknowledged the assistance 
received from the judges of the Court of Appeal, “ without which 
he did not know how the work would have been carried on.” 
The letter of ‘A County Court Judge,” which will be found re- 
printed elsewhere, justly claims, for the judicial body to which he 
belongs, some share in having assisted the Queen’s Bench Division 
in overcoming its difficulties. He points out that, last year, nearly 
one-third of the actions in the Queen’s Bench Division which went 
to trial were tried in the county courts, a proportion which, he 
states, ‘‘ will probably be raised to two-thirds in the present year 
under the increased jurisdiction conferred by the County Courts 
Act of last year, and the rules as to costs made by the High 
Court.” Of these remitted actions disposed of in the county courts, 
it is notorious that the bulk are tried in the metropolitan courts, 
and that, in consequence, the burden cast upon the judges of those 
courts is one of a very arduous character. The ever-increasing 
volume of work devolving upon the county courts can hardly fail, 
’ sooner or later, to give rise to a chronic congestion of legal business 
in those courts which must be fatal to that expeditious determina- 
tion of causes which has hitherto formed one of the most striking 
and beneficial features in the administration of justice in the 
county courts, and has rendered those courts so justly popular. 
When first established in 1846, the statutory county courts were 
regarded simply as small debts courts. Subsequent legislation, 
culminating in the County Courts Act, 1888, has, however, caused 
them to lose their primitive character, and has converted them into 
most formidable rivals to the High Court of Justice. In the 
opinion of some persons, the county courts are destined in the 
future to become courts of first instance for the trial of all actions 
which may now be initiated in the Queen’s Bench Division. 
Whether this be a consummation devoutly to be wished is a ques- 
tion which will probably not command a unanimous public opinion 
in the affirmative. All, however, who regard the speedy adminis- 
tration of justice as a desirable end to keep in view, will join in 
the regret expressed by ‘‘ A County Court Judge,” that, owing to 
the causes he mentions in his letter, the public may, at the con- 
clusion of the present legal year, expect to find in the metropolitan 
county courts and the provincial courts of the great commercial 
and manufacturing centres ‘‘ considerable arrears of business which 
have hitherto never arisen.” 


Iv tHe cases of Haggin v. The Comptoir d’Escompte de Paris 
and Mason § Barry v. the Same (ante, p. 558) a question was raised 
as to service of a writ upon a foreign corporation. In the cases 
mentioned in R. 8. C., ord. 11, this may be effected by service out 
of the jurisdiction ; for although under the old practice it was not 
possible thus to serve a corporation (Ingate v. Austrian Lloyd’s, 
4 C. B. N. 8. 704), the present rules are wider and afford no 
ground for any such restriction (Scott v. Royal Wax Candle Co., 
1 Q. B. D. 404). But if the corporation, although a foreign one, 
has a branch office in England, and carries on business here, it is 
possible to avoid the objection incident to foreign service. Rule & 
of R. 8. C, ord. 9, enacts that “in the absence of any statutory 
provision regulating service of process, every writ of summons 
issued against a corporation aggregate may be served on the mayor or 
other head officer, or on the town clerk, clerk, treasurer, or secre- 
tary of such corporation.” Of course in terms this does not refer 
to foreign corporations, but in Carron Iron Co. v. Maclaren (5 
H. L.. Cas. 416) it was held by Lord Sr. Leowanps that a company 
may have two domiciles, and that places of business may, for the 
purpose of founding jurisdiction, be treated as places of domicile. 





In accordance with this it was decided in Newby v. Van Oppen 
| (L. R. 7 Q. B. 293) that a foreign corporation which has a branch 
| office in England, where it actually carries on business, is resident 
in this country, and that the mode of service pointed out in the 
above rule applies. Moreover, the chief clerk or officer in 
charge of the branch is the head officer within the meaning 
of the rule, and on him the writ is to be served. This decision was 
on section 16 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852,which, how- 
ever, is in the same terms as rule 8, and in the two cases mentioned 
above the Court of Appeal accepted it as a binding authority, and 
treated the service at the branch office in England as good. A 
similar question was raised this week in Russell v. Cambefort § 
Co., where a writ had been served on the manager of a branch 
office in this country of a foreign partnership all the members of 
which were resident abroad. This depends on rules 6 and 7 of 
R. 8. C., ord. 9., and although they are similar to rule 8, yet the 
ground upon which the cases under that rule have been decided — 
viz., that a corporation may have a double domicile, does not of 
course apply to partners. Such service was allowed, indeed, in 
O'Neil v. Clason (46 L. J. Q. B. 191), but the point here indicated 
does not seem to have been taken. It is obviously a strong measure 
to extend by rules of this kind the jurisdiction of the courts to 
foreigners resident abroad, and the Court of Appeal took time to 
consider whether that case should not be overruled. 





Tue Covrt ov Arrzat have found themselves unable to get over 
the express words of the Solicitors Act, 1843, s.32. This is aimed 
at solicitors who act as agents for unqualified persons, or allow them 
to make use of their names, or in any way assist them in practising, 
and it provides that, upon proof of such offence, the solicitor so 
offending “shall, and may, be struck off the roll, and for ever 
after disabled from practising as a solicitor.” In August, 1886, 
the section wae put in force against one J. H. Laws, and he was 
struck off the rolls. Recently he applied to the Divisional Court 
to be restored upon the ground of his subsequent good conduct, and 
it was urged that the Act did not mean the punishment to be per- 
petual, but that it was only to last for a certain time at the discre- 
tion of the court. The court, however, consisting of Frerp and 
Cave, JJ., having regard to the express words of the statute, de- 
clined to interfere, and the case was taken to the Court of Appeal, 
but with the same result. It does not seem possible, indeed, to 
avoid it. The punishment directed by the section appears to be 
excessive, and even vindictive, but when once the order to strike the 
offender off the rolls has been pronounced, the rest follows as a 
matter of course. He is to be for ever after disabled from practis- 
ing, and no one can hesitate as to the meaning of these words. 
But although there is no doubt about this construction, it may well 
be considered whether the offence is so grave as to merit this life- 
long exclusion from the profession. After all, the conduct is hardly 
more than unprofessional, and yet the punishment appears to exceed 
that which is sometimes found sufficient in cases of gross breaches 
of morality. 





Iw a case of Re Maloney, which was before Mr. Justice Nort 
on Wednesday, the question was raised whether the power to sell 
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and convey land of an infant, which is given by section 7 of the 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, to the guardian of the 
infant, can be exercised by the father of the infant, or whether it 
is necessary that a guardian should be specially appointed for the 
purpose. The point is one which must often occur in practice, but 
unfortunately Mr. Justice Nortu declined to decide it, and said 
that he would appoint a guardian. It would, therefore, seem 
that in every such case in future it will be necessary to make an 
application to the court, until some judge is willing to decide the 


point. 








LEGAL FRAUD. 


Tue decision of the House of Lords in Peek vy. Derry condemns 
emphatically the tendency of some recent cases to construct a legal 
fraud where there has been, in ordinary parlance, no moral fraud, 
and once more bases liability for a statement untrue in fact upon 
an actual breach of good faith. The question was much debated 
in the common law courts in the early half of the present century, 
and different views upon it prevailed in the Queen’s Bench and 
the Exchequer. In the former Lord Denman, C.J., took the broad 
ground that liability for a misrepresentation depended solely upon 
the question whether the person to whom it was made was, in 
fact, deceived, and not at all upon the existence of an actual inten- 
tica to deceive him (Wilson v. Fuller, 3 Q. B. 1009, Hvans 
v. Collins, 5 Q. B. 804); while in the latter Parke, B, may 
be regarded as the chief exponent of the opposite doctrine, that, 
in the absence of special contract, there is no liability unless the 
misrepresentation is accompanied by fraud. Such a liability 
could only be enforced by an action of deceit, and it was dis- 
tinctly held that this would not lie without proof of moral fraud 
(Cornfoot v. Fowke, 6 M. & W. 358; Zoylor v. Ashton, 11 
M. & W. 401). The point thus at issue was decided in the Exche- 
quer Chamber when the case of Evans v. Collins went there on 
appeal (5 Q. B. 820). It was stated as follows :—‘'The ques- 
tion, therefore, before us is, whether the defendants, having reason to 
believe, and actually believing, the fact to be true, and represent- 
ing it as such to the plaintiffs, are liable to an action if it turns out 
in the event that they were mistaken—that is, whether falsehood 
in the statement, without fraud, is actionable.” And this was the 
conclusion at which the court arrived:—‘‘The current of the 
authorities, from Pasley v. Freeman(3T. R. 51, 2 Sm. L. C. 74, 9th 
ed.) downwards, has laid down the general rule of law to be that 
fraud must concur with the false statement in order to give a ground 
of action.” So, again, in the following year (1845), the same court 
held, in Ormrod y. Huth (14 M. & W. 651), that ‘if the repre- 
centation was false to the knowledge of the party making it, this 
would in general be conclusive evidence of fraud; but if the 
representation were honestly made, and believed at the time to be 
true by the party making it, though not true in point of fact,” it 
would ‘‘not amount to fraud in law.” In this opinion of Tinpat, 
C.J., who delivered the judgment of the court, the distinction is 
clearly recognized between a misstatement as evidence of fraud, 
and as constituting fraud in iteelf. 

This position, that actual moral fraud is necessary to found an 
action of deceit, bas never since been departed from in the common 
law courts, but it is still neceseary to consider what conduct has 
been held to amount to fraud. The objectionstothe phrase ‘legsl 
fraud ’’—a phrase which is understood to exclude moral culpability, 
at least of any serious nature—do not at all detract from the 
necessity of discovering what constitutes a fraud in point of law. 
As to a wilful falechocd made with the intention that another shall 
act upon it, there is no doubt. Morally and legally this is equally 
fraudulent (Foster v. Charles, 6 Bing. 396, 7 Bing. 105; L’olhill 
v. Walter, 3 B. & Ad. 114). But an actual knowledge of the 
untruth of the statement is not essential: it is enough that the 
person making it is entirely ignorent whether it is true or false, or, 
in other words, that he has himeelf no belief in its truth. This 
was laid down by Mavtx, J., in Evans v. Hdmonds (13 C. B. 777), 
and by Lord Carnns in Reese River Silver Mining Co v. Smith (17 
W. R. 1042, L. R. 4 H. L. 64), in passages both of which 
have now become classical. The same idea has also been expressed 
in the proposition that a man is liable for a mizstatement if he 
makes it recklessly, and without care whether it be true or false ; 
but an interpretation has been given to these expressions which is 
open to criticism, and will be considered later on. 


So far there is no doubt of the moral culpability of the person 
making the misstatement. If he kaows it to be false, he tells a 
lie ; and it is practically the same if he makes it without believing 
it; for, as Lord Bramwets eaid in Smith v. Chadwick (9 App. Cas. 
187, at p. 203), in making it, he affirms he believes it, and this is 
false. But in Western Bank of Scotland v. Adie (L. R. 1 Be. 
App. 145) Lord Cuetusrorp, who was then Lord Chancellor, went 
a step further and introduced tiie doctrine which has recently been 
under discussion. This is, that a statement is to be deemed 
fraudulent if it is made without reasonable grounds for believing it 
to be true. In other words, the test is not whether the man 
actually believed it, but whether, in the opinion of the court, he 
had reasonable grounds for believing it. This was at once objected 
to by Lord Cranwortn, who pointed out the confusion between 
treating the absence of reasonable ground as constituting fraud in 
itself, and as constituting evidence of a want of actual belief, in 
which case there would undoubtedly be fraud. The distinction is 
clearly one of great importance in principle, though it does not 
seem that Lord Curtmsrorp’s opinion would have led him fer 
wrong in any actual case. He restricted fraud to a statement 
“founded upon a belicf which is destitute of all reasonable 
grounds, or which the least inquiry would immediately correct,” 
and under these words he would not have been likely to find there 
was fraud except in cases where Lord Cuanwonra would have 
allowed there was sufficient evidence of it. But the distinction 
in principle is immense. Upon one view there must be 
actual fraud in the individual man; upon the other he is to 
be held guilty of fraud unless he properly appreciates the 
grounds upon which his belief is based. Tho former looks entirely 
at the subjective state of the individual ; the latter sets up an ex- 
ternal standard up to which he must act at his peril. That there 
is a tendency to do this throughout the whole of the law of tort is 
well known, and it has been said to exist also in the law of deceit. 
‘Starting from the moral ground, the common law works out an 
external standard of what would be fraudulent in the average 
member of the community, and requires every member at his peril 
to avoid that”’ (Holmes on the Common Law, p. 137). ‘This 
tendency, however, the House of Lords bas now checked. In no 
case is absence of reasonable ground more than evidence of fraud, 
and consequently this evidence is always liable to be rebutted by 
proof of actual belief. 

The chief authorities since Lord Cretmsroxp for the view thus 
held to be crroneous appear to be the late Master of the Rolls and 
Lord Justice Corton. In Smith v. Chadwick (30 W. R. 661, 20 
Ch. D. 27, at p. 44) the former said: ‘A man may issue a pro- 
spectus or make any other statement to induce another to enter into 
a contract, believing that his statement is true and not intending to 
deceive ; but he may through carelessness have made statements 
which are not true, and which he ought to have known were not 
true, and if he does co he is liable ia an action of deceit ; he cannot 
be allowed to escape merely because he had good intentions and 
did not intend to defraud.” But this statement of the law evidently 
goes far beyond snything contained in the former cases, and 
ascribes to mere carclessness an effect in founding liability which 
had not previously been attributed to anything short of recklessness 
or utter indifference. It was consequently treated in the House of 
Lords in a manner not usual with regard to Sir Groncr Jessen’s judg- 
ments, and was dismissed with the somewhat contemptuous remark 
that he had little, if any, knowledge of actions of deceit. Lord 
Justice Corron, on the other hand, has not done more then repeat 
the opinion of Lord Curtusrorp, and he has on two occasions used 
it to explain what statements are to be regarded as made recklessly. 
Thus, in Weir y. Beil (3 Ex. D. 238, at p. 242), he said that a 
director who issues a prospectus is liable “‘if he has made state- 
ments, which in fact are untrue, recklessly ; that is, without any 
reasonable grounds for believing them to be true, or under circum- 
stances which shew that he was careless whether they were in fact 
true or false.” Andsoin Peek v. Derry (36 W. R. 899, at p. 900, 37 
Ch. D. 541, at p. 566) he interpreted a statement made “ recklessly, or 
without care whether it is true or false,” as being one made “‘ without 
any reasonable ground for believing it to be true.” Moreover, he 
abandoned the idea that the liability was founded on fraud, legal 
or otherwise, and ascribed it instead to a breach of the duty 
thrown upon directors not to circulate statements among the public 
without having reasonable grounds for believing them to be true. 





| Sir James Hanwen, on the other hand, clung to the expression 
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“legal fraud” as sili a proper one, and considered that in 
making statements not founded on reasonable grounds there was a 
degree of moral culpability which, under the circumstances, might 
well be so designated. 

But now all this is flung to the winds, and the House of Lords 
has brought the whole question back to the moral fraud of the in- 
dividual whom it is sought to make liable, fraud to be judged by 
his actual state of mind and not by external standards set up by 
the court. Lord Herscuett summed up the result of the authori- 
ties by sayiog that fraud clearly exists where a misstatement is 
made (1) knowingly, or (2) without belief in its truth, or (3) 
reckless!y, careless whether it be truc or false. But although each 
of these cases has been held to furnish a ground of liability, yet 
they may all be brought under the second head, and this sufficiently 
emphasizes the moral culpability. Whether a man tells a wilful 
falsehood, or whether he is indifferent as to the truth or falsity of 
a statement, which is in fact untrue, and makes it recklessly, he is 
equally without an honest belicf in it. As to the supposed duty of 
directors to exerciso a special degree of caution in making state- 
ments to the public, that is one which may well be cast upon them 
in a proper way, but for this purpose an action of deceit is inap- 
propriate. The element of actual moral fraud which is involved in 
this cannot be sct aside, even to allow courts of equity to keep 
directors to a strict performance of their duties, and this task may 
well be left to the Legislature. In spite of the approval expressed 
by Sir James Hannen, the expression legal fraud has never been 
regarded as satisfactory, and the preeent decisicn will probably 
prevent its over being uscd again. 





THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE WORD “SURVIVOR” 
IN WILLS. 
In deciding Beckwith v. Beckwith (25 W. lt. 282) Lord Justice 


James prefaced his judgment with the following remarks :—‘‘ I 
am afraid that our decision in this case will only add one other to 
the bead-roll of cases, which have always been cited and always 
will be cited, whenever the question arises as to what the words 
* survivor ’ and ‘survivors’ mean. One might hope some day 
or other that it will be reduced to something like a rule, so as to 
enable families to know what the meaning of the words of a 
testator’s wi!l is.’ The case then in question, and other more 
recent ones, have appesred to make this object not impossible of 
attainment, and there has been a decided tendency to restrict the 
interpretation of ‘survivor ’’ as ‘‘ other” to cases where the pro- 
vision upon which the clause of accruer depends is followed by a 
gift over in the ovent of the death of all the objects of it without 
leaving issue who attain vested interests. The recent decision, 
however, of Mr. Justice Kay, in Re Bowman, Whytehcad vy. Bolton 
(37 W. KR. 583) rejects this simple rule, and seems to introduce a 
fresh subtlety. He there held that, although there is no gift over, 
the word ‘survivor’? may be read as ‘‘ other,” provided the 
clauce of accruer gives the shares of deceased tenants for life ‘‘ to 
the surviving tenants for life and their respective children in the 
same manner as their original shares.” 

To examine into the soundness of this construction it is not 
necessary to go back to the early cases. These dealt with the 
language of testaters with a freedom which is no longer per- 
missible, and judges did not scruple to read the word ‘‘ survivor ” 
as “other”? when euch a construction secmed necessary to carry 
out the probable intention of the will. So confirmed had this 
habit become that even the stricter interpretation of modern times 
has not ventured to set aside entirely this departure from the 
literal meaning of the word, but has confined itself to the attempt 
to assign to it definite limits. The most important recent decision 
on the subject is that uf the Court of Appeal in Re Benn (34 
W. R. 6, 29 Ch. D. 639), and there the question appears to have 
been made to depend on the circumstance just alluded to—viz., 
the fact of there being a gift over. But as Mr. Justice Kay took 
a different view of the extent of its authority, and did not treat it 
as governing the case before him, it is necessary to consider its 
relation to the previous authorities. 

For this purpose it will be sufficient to bsgin with Hodge v. 
Foot (34 Beay. 349), one of the cases upon which Mr. Justice 
Kay specially relied. There was there a bequest to the testator’s 








three daughters ue: | for “life, with remainder to their 
respective children, but in the event of any daughter dying 
without leaving a child, her share was to go to the surviving 
daughter or daughters and their children per stirpes. Moreover, 
such accruing shares were to be held for the survivor or sur- 
vivors and their children in the same manner as their original 
shares. Sir Jounn Romitiy, M.R, held, upon the authority of the 
older cases, that the word ‘‘surviving ’? must be read as ‘‘ other,” 
but in bis judgment he did not advert to the circumstance of there 
being no gift over, nor did he rely at all upon the direction that 
accrued shares were to be held as original shares. He went 
simply upon the apparent intention in the will not to make the 
accruer of a share to a daughter’s children dependent upon the 
daughter surviving to take a life interest herself. The decision, 
therefore, represents the old tendency of the law, and was not 
affected by the more modern method of construction. 

The next case was Waite v. Littlewood (21 W. R. 131, 8 Ch. 
70), where, again, there was a clause of accruer in favour of esur- 
viving daughters for life, with remainder to their respective 
children per stirpes in the same manner as the original shares. 
Here there was a gift over, but the case is noteworthy from the 
fact that Lord Sexnorne, C., apparently neglected this circum- 
stance and introduced the so-called “ stirpital”’ construction. 
According to this the idea of survivorship does not apply to the 
tenant for life so much as to the whole stirps of which he is the 
first member, and it is enough that the s¢irps survives to take, 
although the founder of it is dead. It was hoped in this way to 
minimize the violence involved in reading ‘‘ survivors” simply as 
* others,” and to give the word, to a certain extent at any rate, its 
proper meaning. In Re Walker's Estate (12 Ch. D. 205) the 
clause of accruer was similor to that in the previous cases, but, as 
in Hodge v. Foot, there was no gift over. Like that, therefore, it 
was specially relied on by Kay, J., and it is important to observe 
that Har, V.C., in deciding it treated the judgment of Lord 
Sennorxe in Watte v. Littlewood as in point, upon the ground 
that the gift over was there regarded as immaterial. It will be 
seen, however, from subsequent comments upon the latter case, that 
this view of it has not been treated as correct, and Re Walker's 
Estate has consequently lost much of its authority. 

It is easy now to understand the new distinction which Mr. 
Justice Kay has set up, but it will be convenient to quote from his 
judgment the passage in which he states his general conclusions :— 

‘‘Tt seems to me that the decisions establish the following pro- 
positions: —Where the gift is to A., B., and C. equally for their 
respective lives, and after the death of any to his children, but if any 
die without children to the survivors for life, with remainder to their 
children, only children of survivors can take under the gift over. If, 
to similar words, there is added a limitation over if all the tenants for 
life die without children, then the children of a predeceased tenant 
for life participate in the share of one who dies without children 
after their parent. They also participate, although there is no 
general gift over, where the limitations are to A., B., «and C. equally 
for their respective lives, and after the death of any to his children, 
and, if any die without children, to the surviving tenants for life and 
their respective children in the same manner as their original shares.” 


This third distinction is based on the cases already cited, where 


| there was no gift over, and where accrued shares were directed to 


| be held in the same manner as origical shares. 








It is necessary, 
therefore, to examine into the efficacy of the gift over, and to 
ascertain whether it can really be thus dispensed with. In Badger 
v. Gregory (17 W. RK. 1090, L. R. 8 Eq. 78) Janes, V.C., regarded its 
existence as conclusive in favour of the construction of survivor’ 
as ‘‘other,’’ but it is not clear that he also thought it essential. 
In other words, it formed by itself sufficient evidence of the inten- 
tion of the testator not to exclude children of predeceased tenants 
for life, although this intention might be manifested in other ways. 
Its peculiar force clearly Jies in the fact that, in the absence of 
such intention, there might be an intestacy. If the gift over is 
made to depend upon the death of all the tenants for life without 
children, it cannot take effect if any leave children. At the same 
time, if such children are the children of | a predeccased tenant for 
life, neither can they take if ‘‘survivors” be read literally. The 
probability, therefore, that the testator meant to provide for the 
disposition of the property in any event is allowed to override the 
literal meaning, and the word is read as ‘‘ others.” ‘he question, 
then, is whether such a reading is restricted to the one case of there 
being a gift over, with its devisive indication of intention, o7 
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whether it can also be allowed on the ground of peculiarity in the 
limitations. Of course other indications which the will may con- 
tain are not here under consideration. 

The first of the important recent decisions is Wake v. Varah (24 
W. R. 621, 2 Ch. D. 348), where there was a gift over upon the 
death of all the testator’s children without leaving issue, and 
special stress was laid on this circumstance by Lord Justice 
Baccattay. The other judgments, however, shewed a strong ten- 
dency to adopt Lord Se:sonne’s stirpital construction in Waite v. 
Littlewood. In the next case, Beckwith v. Beckwith (25 W. R 
282), there was no gift over. The limitations of the will were to 
the testator’s five daughters equally, their shares being settled on 
them for life with remainder to their children. In default of 
children, there was a clause of accruer in favour of “his other 
daughter or other daughters surviving,’’ and accrued shares were 
to be held on the same trusts as original shares. But in spite of 
this latter provision the circumstance of there being no gift over 
was held to restrict ‘‘ surviving” to its literal meaning. While, 
therefore, the existence of the gift over in Badger v. Gregory and 
Wake v. Varah was decisive in favour of a free construction, its 
absence in this case was taken to be equally decisive in the con- 
trary direction. 

But still more important is the case of Re Benn (34 W. R. 6, 
29 Ch. D. 839), which also, like the two previous ones, was taken 
to the Court of Appeal. Here the testator devised a life estate to 
each of his children, with remainder to their respective children. 
There was a clause of accruer upon the death of any child without 
leaving children in favour of the surviving children for life, with 
remainder to their respective children, but there was no gift over. 
Thus the limitations of the accrued shares were the same as those 
of the original shares, and this might be thought not essentially 
different from the direction in Re Bowman that the accrued 
shares should be held for the surviving tenants for life and 
their respective children in the same manner as their original 
shares. But, without specially considering the form of the 
limitatione, the court held the absence of a gift over to be 
decisive. Of course Waite v. Littlewood was pressed in argument 
in favour of the non-literal construction of “ surviving”; but the 
court declined to believe that Lord Sretsorne had in that case 
really ignored the existence of the gift over, and accordingly 
refused to allow that his decision was in point. Hodge v. Foot and 
Re Walker's Estate were also brought forward, but equally without 
effect. The fact that the accrued shares were settled in the same 
way as the original shares was admitted to be of importance when 
taken in conjunction with the gift over, but it was clearly laid 
down that it was not sufficient by itself to compel the court to give 
to ‘‘surviving” any other than its literal meaning. Corron, L J., 
said that, while there were cases which seemed to support such a 
contention, yet it had never been so decided, and none of the later 
cases were in favour of it. There was the clearest indication of 
the desire of the court to keep to the literal meaning of the word, 
and only to allow a departure from it in the well-recognized case 
of the existence of a gift over. 

It is curious, then, that Kay, J., in giving judgment in Re Bow- 
man, should have apparently ignored the effect of this decision. In 
that case there was a direction to dispose of accruing shares among 
the surviving sisters and their children in the same manner as their 
original shares. There was no gift over, yet, nevertheless, the 
word ‘‘surviving’’ was construed as “‘other.” It was said that 
the form of the limitation shewed this to be the intention of the 
testator, and the decisions in L/odye v. Foot and Re Walker's Estate 
were relied upon. But it is doubtful how far they avail for such a 
purpose since Re Benn. Waite v. Littlewood is really a higher 
authority, had Lord Szrzorne’s express ratio decidendi been allowed 
to be the true one; but this, as we have seen, has not been the 
case, and the result has only been accepted as correct on the ground 
of there being a gift over. It seems, indeed, a very fine distinction 
to say that an actual settlement of accrued shares, in terms the 
same as the settlement of the original shares, shall have one effect, 
while a direction that they shall be held for surviving tenants for 
life and their children in the same manner as the original shares 
shall have another; that the one shall leave ‘‘surviving”’ to be 
read literally, while the other shall allow it to be read as “‘ other.” 
Such a subtlety is quite at variance with the strong indication in 
Re Benn that the interference with the literal meaning of the word 
is only permitted in the case of the decisive indication of intention 





afforded by a gift over, and it does not appear to rest upon any 
adequate grounds. 








THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY’S REMUNERA- 
TION ORDER DIGEST. 

A NEW edition of this valuable compendium is on the eve of publica- 
tion, containing all the decisions and opinions to the end of last 
Hilary Sittings. It is only two years since the last issue appeared, 
but the additions have swollen the text from 104 pages to 165 pages, 
which, with the very elaborate index, will constitute a somewhat 
portly volume. We think that members of the society will consider 
that the gratuitous issue of this work affords no inconsiderable part 
of the benefits obtained by their subscription for the present year, and 
the advantage of having, as members, the privilege of obtaining the 
opinion of the council on moot points arising in practice under the 
order, is not one of the smallest of the privileges of membership. 
How extensively it has been taken advantage of, it needs only a 
glance at this volume to see. The frequency of the applications 
from all parts of the country has compelled the council to confine 
their opinions to cases submitted by members of the society or 
solicitors whose firm includes at least one member. It seems to us 
that this is perfectly reasonable; solicitors who are not members 
can obtain an opinion upon paying the very moderate fee required 
for membership. <A further rule laid down by the council is that a 
question actually in dispute between members can only be dealt with 
when the parties agree upon a statement of facts and agree to be 
bound by the decision of the council. 

In looking through these pages one is struck with the valuable 
results of the practice adopted by the council of taking up and 
carrying through test cases to settle doubtful points arising under 
the order. Of course Le Parker, Garrett v. Parker (37 W. R. 401) 
stands at the head of the list of these cases as regards the import- 
ance of the question decided. The decision, as we find from a note 
in the present volume, confirmed the rule on which the council had 
acted since 1883. The judgments of the House of Lords, as we 
pointed out some time ago, appear to materially affect the decisions 
in Ie Field (33 W. R. 553) and Le Emanuel (34 W. R, 613); and the 
council took up /te Martin (ante, p. 398) as a test case in the hope 
that an opinion or decision might have been obtained on that ques- 
tion. The Court of Appeal, however, declined to review the above- 
mentioned decisions. We find a note in the volume before us 
intimating that the council are prepared to support a test case for 
re-opening the question whether the lease scale covers negotiations 
for the lease and a preliminary agreement with the person ultimately 
taking the lease. Auother point on which the council intimate that 
they are ready to take up a suitable case, is with regard to the hint 
thrown out by Lord Justice CoTTon in Le Merchant Taylors’ Co, (30 
Ch. D., at p. 37), that merely employing an auctioneer does not pre- 
vent the conducting fee from applying, ‘‘ because, of course, the 
solicitor could not take the bids.” te Peace & Ellis (86 W. R. 61) 
and Burd v. Burd (37 W. R, 428) are opposed to this, and it is cer- 
tainly very desirable that these cases should be considered by the 
Court of Appeal. Another point on which a judicial decision 
appears to be needed is as to what is a “long lease” within 
Schedule 1, Part 2. The council consider that a lease for thirty-five 
years is a long lease, on the analogy of the lease stamp scale in the 
Stamp Act, 1870. 

Among the points on which opinions have been recently given by 
the council the majority are such as must have required careful 
consideration for their decision, but there are some which 
strike us as hardly requiring the skill and experience of that 
body for their solution. Thus the council have expressed the 
opinion that a solicitor is not entitled tu charge the negotia- 
ting scale where he is himse!f the lender. The provision of 
rule 11 of Schedule 1 is that the scale for negotiating, as regards 
a mortgagee’s solicitor, ‘‘ shall only apply to cases where he arranges 
and obtains the loan from a person for whom he acts,” and this 
seems clearly to contemplate the existence of two distinct persons, 
the solicitor who arranges and the client who advances. Again, some 
exceedingly ingenious practitioner considered that he was entitled to 
estimate his scale commission for an agricultural lease on the 
aggregate amount of the rent reserved plus a penal rent reserved 
in case of the lessee’s breaking up ancient pasture ; and, furthermore, 
the acreage being about five acres, and the penal rent £20 per acre, 
that he was entitled to assume that the whole five acres would be 
broken up in breach of covenant, and could therefore, for the purpose 
of his scale commission, add an additional rent of £100 to the rack 
rent reserved by the lease. The council gravely intimate an opinion 
that the additional rent in case of breaking up pasture did not carry 
the scale commission. In an opinion given five years ago, the council 
considered that, where the lessor covenants to insure and a further sum 
is reserved as rent equal to the premium for insurance, the lessor’s 
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solicitor is entitled to the scale commission on the maximum rental, 
including the fire insurance premium. There is, of course, an obvious 
distinction between a penal rent which may never become payable 
and a sum certain to be payable and reserved as rent; but we are 
rather disposed to question whether the word “rent” in Schedule 1, 
Part 2, includes sums reserved as rent, but which are not in the 
nature of rent properly so-called. 








REVIEWS. 
PRIDEAUX’S PRECEDENTS. 

PrRIDEAUX’S PRECEDENTS IN CONVEYANCING, WITH DISSERTATIONS ON 
irs LAW AND PRACTICE. FOURTEENTH Epition. By FREDERICK 
PRIDEAUX and JoHN WHITCOMBE, Barristers-at-Law. Stevens « 
Sons, Limited. 


As regards the precedents in this edition there have been some 
additions and considerable alterations as regards arrangement in 
the head of wills, but the most noticeable features of the present 
edition appear to be the new sections relating to charity deeds 
and errangements with creditors. The former contains a pre- 
cedent, the want of which, in collections of precedents, has often 
surprised us—viz., a conveyance of a site for a Nonconformist 
chapel. The form (which is adapted only for two or tbree of 
the denominations of Nonconformists) discards the doctrinal tests 
which we believe are usual, and describes the beneficiaries only 
as ‘‘the Society of Protestant Diesenters called .’ This prece- 
dent properly provides an express power to the trustees to mortgage 
the property by the direction of the society ; for, solong as the chapel 
is registered as a place of meeting for religious worship and bond fide 
used as such, it will (under the Places of Religious Worship Registra- 
tion Act, 1855, as well as by 16 & 17 Vict. c. 137, s. 62) not be subject 
to the Charitable Trusts Acts. But as regards the powers of sale and 
letting, it is to be observed that upon their exercise the chapel will 
probably no longer be ond fide used for religious worship, and it 
would have been useful to call attention, either in footnotes or in the 
dissertation prefixed to this head, to the fact that, under section 
29 of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1855, it is now considered by 
the Charity Commissioners that, even where the trust deed con- 
tains powers of selling, mortgaging, and leasing, their approval is 
still necessary to a mortgage, sale, or lease beyond twenty-one years 
by trustees of charitics within the Charitable Trusts Acts. Since 
it is as easy to obtain from them in a proper case an order for mort- 
gage or sale as to obtain their approval to a mortgage or sale by 
the trustees under the power in the trust deed, it may, perhaps, be 
questioned whether it is now expedient to insert express powers of sale 
and mortgage. The insertion of such express powers is apt to lead 
the trustees to overlook the provision of section 29. It would have 
heen desirable also to call attention in the dissertation on this subject 
to the provision of section 30 of the above-mentioned Act as to the 
terms on which alone the Charity Commissioners are empowered to 
authorize mortgages of charity property. Another precedent under 
this head, which is likely to be useful at the present day, is a convey- 
ance of land as a site for a cottage hospital, in which the trusts are 
very neatly framed. We question the propriety, however, of the 
concluding clause, which declares that ‘‘the power of appointing 
new trustees conferred by section 31 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, 
shall apply to these presents and to the charity hereby established ” : 
one of the provisions of that section, as to the non-necessity for 
filling up the original number of trustees where more than two were 
originally appointed, is particularly inappropriate to a charity. 

The section relating to arrangements with creditors contains eight 
precedents of various deeds for this purpose. We observe that in the 
first precedent of ‘‘ assignment of personal estate for the benefit of 
creditors,’’ no power is inserted for the trustee to retain dividends in 
favour of creditors who may thereafter sign or assent to the deed, or 
fn the amount of whose claims may not then have been ascer- 

ined, 

The introductory treatises have always been a leading feature of 
the work. In the present edition, in addition to new dissertations 
on charity deeds and deeds of arrangement, the remarks on ‘‘ searches 
for incumbrances’’ have been practically re-written. The dissertation 
on Bills of Sale has been brought into excellent shape, and the 
section as to ‘‘the proper mode of framing a bill of sale by way of 
mortgage” is an admirably terse summary of the decisions. 








TRUSTEES’ INVESTMENTS, 
TuE INVESTMENT oF TrusT Funps INCORPORATING THE TRUSTEE 
AcT, 1888. By Epwarp ARUNDEL GEARE, B.A., Barrister-at- 
Law. SrEconp EpiTion, Stevens & Sons, Limited. 


We are glad to see that this excellent little book has so quickly 
reached a second edition. It aims at answering the frequent ques- 


tions—‘‘Is it a proper investment?” ‘‘ Would it be a breach of 
trust ?”’ and we have already expressed our opinion of the successful 
manner in which thisis done. Although the subject is presented in a 
handy form, there is no attempt to slur over the cases, and many of 
these are stated at considerable length. Thus chapter II., on ‘‘ The 
conduct expected of the trustee in investing the trust fund,” is 
occupied chiefly with the facts and judgments in the three important 
cases of Speight v. Gaunt, ry v. Tapson, and Whi'eley v. Learoyd. 
It opens, indeed, with the observation of Lord Northington in Harden 
v. Parsons (1 Eden, 143) that ‘‘no man can require or with reason 
expect that a trustee should manage another’s property with the 
same care and discretion that he would his own,” but it closes ina 
very different strain. Not only must the trustee conduct the trust 
business as an ordinary man of business would conduct his own, but 
he must conduct it asa prudent man of business would manage his 
own concerns, while strictly following the ordinary course of business. 
The chief addition to the book is the Trustee Act, 1888, the text of 
which, together with notes and references, constitutes the first 
chapter. The notes will be found helpful for understanding the 
changes which have been introduced, and amongst other matters the 
author calls attention to the noteworthy fact that section 4 (1) 
appears to leave untouched the decision in /'ry v. Tapson that a 
valuer must be selected by the trustee himself, and that he cannot 
leave the selection to his solicitor. Of course the new order regu- 
lating the investment of cash under the control of the court, R. 8. C., 
ord. 22, r. 17, is also introduced, and the recent decisions have been 
incorporated in the text. This, by the way, follows the convenient 
plan of avoiding all footnotes and giving the references in the 
margin. As to the work generally, the law on the subjects with 
which it deals will be found stated clearly and correctly, and it will 
be found a very useful volume to have at hand. 


LOCAL RATES. 
Tut Law Revatine to Locat Rates. By GeorGcEe F, CuAmMBERs, 
F.R.A.S., Barrister-at-Law. SzconD Epirion. Stevens & Sons, 
Limited. 


Following the example of his other digests, Mr. Chambers collects 
the statutory provisions relating to local rates in chronologial order, 
and then appends a digest of cases arranged under twenty-one heads. 
The cases under each head are arranged in the alphabetical order of 
the plaintiff's names, and the date of each case is given. As regards 
many of these heads, such as those relating to the different kinds of 
property rateable, the terse particulars given by Mr. Chambers will 
be very useful in affording an easy reference to cases; it strikes us, 
however, that it would be still better to have the cases arranged in 
chronological order. 





CORRESPONDENCE. 
rHE LAND TRANSFER BILL. 
[ Z'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—May I draw your attention to a paregraph that appeared in 
the Current Topics of the Soxicirors’ JouRNAL of Nov. 13, 1886, 
commenting upon an extract from Lord Halsbury’s speech at the 
Mansion House on November 9 of that year. 

In this extract occurs the foliowing senterce:—‘‘. . . But I do not 
believe—and I wish to state my belief expressly upon the point—that 
apy legislation which has for its object to deprive a man of any 
right without giving him compensation for what is taken from him 1s 
neither desirable nor likely to promote the harmony and the welfare 
of this great empire. In our future legislation we must proceed 
upon the lines of respecting the rights of all.” 

The Lord Chancellor appears to have modified his views since then, 
and it is interesting at this time to remember the prophetic com- 
mentary of the Soricrrors’ JouRNAL on this occasion :—‘‘ These 
words will be remembered by the profession when the time comes for 
discussing the promised scheme for facilitating and cheapening land 
transfer.” 

Surely they should be remembered, not only by the profession, 
but by Lord Halsbury himself; they would surely afford him food 
for reflection. MEMORIA. 

29th June. 








The following is the result of the recent election of members to serve on 
the Bar Committee, viz.:—Mr. Morgan Lloyd, Q.C., Mr. John Forbes, 
Q O., Mr. Robert Romer, Q.C., Mr. Cozens-Hardy, Q C., M.P., Mr. T. T. 
Bucknill, Q C., Mr. H. B. Buckley, Q.C., Sir Sherston Baker, Bart., the 
Hon. A. Lyttelton, and Messrs. Horace Avory, R. A. Germain, Chadwyck 
Healey, Charles Mathews, T. T. Methold, J. F. Oswald, John Shortt, and 
V. R. Smith. Of the foregoing Messrs. Lloyd, Forbes, Buckley, and 





, Germaine are the newly-clcctcd members for this year. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK.* 


Court of Appeal, 
Re BOWES—No. 2, 28th June. 


EvIDENCE—A DMIS8IBILITY—DECLARATION AGAINST InTEREST—RevoOKED 
CopictIt—ADMINISTRATION ACTION. 


A question arose in this case es to the admissibility of evidence. The 
action was brought to administer the estate of a testator. His widow 
claimed to be entitled absolutely to some jewels which he in his life- 
time had delivered to her for her use, and the question was whether 
he had given them to her absolutely or only for her use during her life. 
The executors tendered in evidence a codicil made by the testator, which 
he afterwards revoked, and which contained a recital that he had given 
the jewels to his wife for her life. The testator had married in France, 
and a marriage settlement had been made in the French form. North, 
J., held that the statement in the codicil was not a declaration against inte- 
rest, and that it was not admissible in evidence. 

Tue Court (Corron, Fry, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
They were of opinion that the revoked codicil could not be admitted as 
part of the res gestw ; and they said that, inasmuch as the wife was in 
possession of the jewels, and by the terms of her marriage contract 
jewels were given to her for her separate use, she had a primd facie title, 
and consequently the recital in the codicil was a statement rather in favour 
of the testator than a declaration against his interest. Their lordships 
expressed no opinion on the question whether a revoked codicil was in any 
case admissible in evidence.—Oounsret, Cozens-Hardy, QO., and H. C@. 
Deane; Crackanthorpe, Q.C., and Nasmith, QC. Soutcrrors, Western § 
Sons ; F, Rolt, 


THE AUTOMATIC WEIGHING MACHINE CO. v. THE COMBINED WEIGHING 
AND ADVERTISING MACHINE CO.—No. 2, 28th June. 


Practice—Costs~—Stray or Exrcution—Setaorr, 


A question arose in this case as to staying execution for costs, which 
had been ordered to be paid, with a view to a set-off. The action was 
brought to restrain au alleged infringement by the defendants of the 
plaintiffs’ patent. The defendants, the Combined Co., brought an 
action against the plaintiffs, the Automatic Co., under section 32 of the 
Patents Act, 1883, to restrain them from threatening legal proceedings 
against the Combined Co. in respect of the patent. An order was made 
that the second action should be tried immediately after the first. The 
first action was tried by Kekewich, J., who held that the alleged in- 
fringement had been proved, and he gave judgment for the Automatic 
Co. in that action, with costs, and he then dismissed the second action, 
with costs, on the ground that the Automatic Oo. were justified in 
making the threats complained of. The Combinei Co. gave notice of 
appeal, and before the appeal came on to be heard the Automatic Co. 
levied execution for the costs which had been ordered to be ag to them, 
but the sheriff made a return of nulla bona. The Combined Co. were then 
ordered to give security for the costs of the appeal. On the hearing of 
the appeal on the 3rd of May, 1589, the Oourt of Appeal held that there 
had been no infrivgement of the om and they dismissed the action of 
the Automatic Co. with costs. They also remitted the second action to 
Kekewich, J., for trial. The order of the Court of Appeal was not drawn 
up until the 3rd of June, and on the 26th of June the second action was 
ordered to be restored to the paper of Kekewich, J., for trial. The 
present motion was an original motion by the Automatic Co. asking for 
a stay of execution for the costs, which the Court of Appeal had ordered 
them to pay, until after the trial of the second action, and that the judge 
might be at liberty to direct a set-off against those costs of any costs 
which might be ordered to be paid by the Combined Oo. to the Auto- 
matic Co. 

Tue Court (Corron, Fry, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) refused the application. 
They said that probably if, at the hearing of the appeal, the Automatic 
Co. had asked for a direction that the payment of the costs which they 
were then ordered to pay should not be enforced against them until after 
the trial of the pad action, the drection would have been given. But 
the Combined Co. had now acquired under the order of the Court of 
Appeal and the taxation of the costs a present right to the payment of the 
costs, and the court would not interfere to take away that right.— 
CounsgL, Neville, QC., and Ra'’ph Griffin; Firminger ; Sorrcirors, Adam 
Burn § Son; Perkins § Sawyer. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re STEPHENS, WARBURION v. STEPHENS—Kay, J., 25th Juno. 


Witt—Cuarce or Dents on Reat EstatR—ADVERTISEMENT FOR CREDI- 
Trors—Sratute or Limtrations—Reat Prorerty Limiration Act, 1874 
(37 & 38 Vicr. c. 57), s. 8—22 & 23 Vicr. c. 35, s. 29. 


A testator who died on the 9th of August, 1882, by his will, dated four 
days earlier, appointed the plaintiff and others executors and trustees 
thereof, and directed his trustees, after payment thereout of his funeral 
and testamentary expenses and debts, to hold his real and personal estate. 
upon certain trusts. The will was proved by the plaintiff alone 
on the 10th of July, 1883, and on the Ist of November following he 


* These cases are specially reported for the SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL by barristers 
ap pointed in the different courts, 


issued the statutory advertisement for creditors. On the 28th of 
December, 1883, a creditor, by a letter to the plaintiff's solicitors, made a 
claim of £4,000 from the defendant Stephens for payment of a debt in- 
curred between 1878 and 1881. The plaintiff thereupon applied for . 
ticulars of the claim, but nore were given. On the 2lst of Novem er, 
1887, the tenant for life of one a of the testator’s estate died, so the 
moiety became divisible amongst the remaindermen. A question aroze 
whether, upon the wording of the will, the charge of debts applied to the 
real as well as the personal estate, it being admitted that, if it did, the 
debt was not barred, as to the real estate, under the Real Property Limi- 
tation Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 57), s, 8, it not having been incurred 
twelve years previously. On the 7th of February, 1888, the plaintiff, as 
executor, took out 2 summons to have the question decided by the court 
as to whether the debt was barred cither under the 21 Jac. 1, c. 16, or the 
37 & 38 Vict. c. 57. A second question waz argued for the defendants, that 
#n advertisement for creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. c. 35, s. 29, was equiva- 
lent to an administration out of court, and that the proceedings now 
instituted were only a continuation of the proceedings then commenced, 
and that, therefore, the Statute of Limitations could not be set up 
against any claim sent in in conformity with the advertisement, which 
was not barred at the time it was sent in, and, further, that the plaintiffs 
were estopped from setting up the statute by their conduct, they having 
led the defendants to believe that they would not take advantage of it. 

Kay, J., upon the first point held that upon the wording of the will 
the charge of debts was upon the real as well as upon the personal estate, 
and that, therefore, the claim against the former was not barred, the 
whole debt having been incurred within twelve years, but that as against 
the personal estate it was. His lordship declined to decide whether the 
creditor could claim his whole debt out of the real estate, or whether he 
could only claim a part proportionate to the value which the real estate 
alone bore to the realty and personalty together, that point not being before 
him. As to the second question, his lordship said that the present pro- 
ceeding was not a continuation of the old proceeding, and that the mere 
sending in of a claim by a creditor without that creditor taking ary 
proceedings in answer to an advertisement would not prevent the statute 
running, and that there was nothing in the conduct of the plaintiffs 
which prevented them from now setting it up.—CounsgL, Renshaw, QC., 
and Frederie Thompson ; Marten, Q.C., Inderwick, Q.C., and 7. H. Robertson, 
Soxicirors, Warburton §& De Paula ; Crosse § Sons, 


Re PEACH—North, J., 28th June. 


Practice—APprorIntTMentT oF Naw Trusters—Vestinc OrpEr—Summons— 
Mortion—R. 8. C., LV., 13a—Trustee Act, 1850, s. 22. 


The question in this case was, whether, after a new trustee of a settle- 
ment had been appointed by deed, and a summons had been taken out 
asking for an order vesting in the new trustee and the continuing old 
trustee real estate subject to the trusts of the settlement, a vesting order 
could be made upon motion. The property was vested in two old 
trustees, one of whom was out of the jurisdiction, and the new trustee 
had, under a power contained in the settlement, been appointed in the 
place of the trustee who was out of the jurisdiction. In Re Morris's Setile- 
ment Trusts(37 W.R. 317, ante, p. 253) it was decided that when, under rule 
13a of order 55 (ante, p. 124) a new trustee was appointed by the court 
upon summons, the court had also power to make a vesting order as to 
real estate. In the present case the chief clerk was of opinion that, the 
new trustee having been already appointed by deed, there was no juris- 
diction to make a vesting order on summons, and he refused to make it. 
Application for a vesting order was then made by motion in court, and it 
was argued that the summons was really an originating summons, and 
therefore equivalent to an action, and that the order asked for could bo 
made on a motion in an action. 

Noxrtn, J., held that a petition must be presented under the Trustee 
Act, and that there was no jurisdiction to make a vesting order on the 
summons or on the motion. Such an order could only be made upon 
motion in an action: Frodsham v. Frodsham (15 Ch. D. 317), or upon 
summons as incident to the appointment of a new trustee by the court. 
The present summons was not an “action’’ within the definition of 
section 100 of the Judicature Act, 1873.—Counset, 7. Brett. Soxtciror, 
A. R. Lowndes. 


Re SMITH, ROE v. HITCHINS—North, J., 2nd July. 


InrANT—PRoPERTY HELD IN Trust ror InFANT—APPLICATION OF INCOME 
ny Trustes—Bequest or Restpve to Inrant—Power or Exscvuror— 
Conveyancina Act, 1881, s. 43. 

In this case the question arose whether the powers conferred by section 
43 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, upon the trustees of property held in 
trust for an infant apply to the executor of a will by which residue is 
bequeathed to an infant—in other words, whether in such a case the 
executor is a ‘‘ trustee’? within the meaning of section 43. Section 43 

rovides that ‘‘ when any property is held by trustees in trust for an in- 
ant, either for life, or for any greater interest, and whether absolutely or 
contingently on his attaining the age of twenty-one years, or on the 
occurrence of any event before his attaining that age, the trustees may, at 
their sole discretion, pay to the infant’s parent or guardian (if any) 
or otherwise apply for or towards the infant’s maintenance, educa- 
tion, or benefit, the income of that property, or any part thereof, whether 
there is any other fund applicable to the same purpose, or any person 
bound by law to provide for the infant’s maintenance or education or 
not.”” In the present case a testatrix had bequeathed the residue of 
her personal estate to an infant absolutely. 

Norn, J., held that the executor of the will would, when the estate 





was cleared by the payment of the debts and funeral and testamentary 





ee 





expenses, and the pecuniary legacies, hold the residue on trust for the 
infant within the meaning of section 43, and could consequently act upon 
the powers conferred by that section.—Counssi, Grosvenor Woods ; 
Charles Browne; Curtis Price. Soxicirors, Zuimplin, Tayler, § Joseph ; 
Je L. Tomlin ; Bowlings, Foyer, & Hordern. 


Re ALLEN, WHEELER v. FOSTER—North, J., 1st July 


Trveter—Oosts—Lien on Trust Fusn—ApporTIONMEMT RETWEEN 
Oestvurs aur Trvustent. 


In this case the question arose how the costs of trustees, in respect of 
which the court held that the trustees had a lien on the whole of their 
trust fund, ought to be apportioned as between the interests of the 
ceatuis que trustent. The tenant for life brought an action against the 
trustees in respect of the income of the trust fund, and a judgment was 
given for inquiries. None of the persons entitled in remainder were 
parties to the action. On the further consideration of the action it was 
held that it had been brought unneceesarily, and that tho plaintiff must 
psy the costs of the trustees as between party and party. The tenant 
for lifo, by reason of the deaths of two of his children, became ultimately 
entitled to two-sevenths of the corpus of the fund. The question raised 
by the present summons (the tenant for life being dead) was as to the 
lien of the trustees on the trust fund in respect of their costs as between 
solicitor and client and charges and expenses of the former action. 

North, J., held that the trustees were entitled to a lien on the whole 
trust fund in respect of their costs, charges, and expenses, but that those 
costs, &c., were primarily payable out of the interest of the tenant for life, 
including his two-sevenths of the corpus.—CounseL, Dibdin; Everitt, Q.C. ; 
Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Ellis; Ingle Joyes; Kenyon Parker; H. Terrell; 
Swinfen Eady ; Carson. Soxrscrrons, Bridges, Sawtell, § Co. ; Wainwright § 
Baillie ; Boote ; Rewcliffes, Rawle, § Co. ; Munton § Morris; C. Sawbridge § 
Son; Drake, Sen, § Partcn. 


Iligh Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
MITCHELL v. SIMPSON—26th June. 


SuHerirrF—ATTACHMENT FOR NON-PAYMENT OF JuDGMENT Daent—Ruaur or 
PERSON ARRESTED LY VinTUE OF AN ATTACHMENT FOR Dent TO Re 
TAKEN TO A DwkLLIna-Hovse ror Twenty-rour Hovrs—Siusnirrs Act, 
1887, s. 14. 


This was a motion for a new trial in an action against the head bailiff 
of the Salford Hundred Court for wrongful imprisonment. A judgment 
had been obtained in that court against the plaintiff, and an application 
for his committal having been made under the Debtors Act, the judge of 
that court, being satisfied that he had the means of paying the judgment 
debt avd wilfully neglected to do so, made an order that he should be 
committed to prison for the term of twenty-one days from the date of his 
arrest, or until he should pay the sum of £31, being the amount of the 
judgment. ‘The plaintiff was arrested in London, taken to a police- 
station, and thence by train to Manchester, where he was lodged in the 
gaol. The plaintiff complained in this action that the defendant was not 
justified in taking him to prison within twenty-four hours of his arrest, 
without firat giving him an opportunity of nominating some dwelling- 
house to which he was willing to be taken, in accordance with section 14 
of the Sheriffs Act, 1857 (50 & 51 Vict. c. 55). That section is as 
follows :—‘‘ Where an officer, being a ‘sheriff, under-sheriff, bailiff, 
serjeant-at-mace, or other officer whatsoever, arrests or has in custody 
any person by virtue of any action, writ, or attachment for debt, such 
officer shall not—(c) take such person to any prison within twenty-four 
hours of the time of his arrest, unless such person refuses to be carried to 
some eafe and convenient dwelling-house of his own nomination, not 
being the private dwelling-house of such person, and being within the 
borough or town where such person was arrested, or if he was not 
arresved within a borough or town, then within three miles of the place 
and in the county or franchise in which he was arrested.’’ The action 
came on for trial before Manisty, J., and a special jury, when the learned 
judge nonsuited the plaintiff, who now moved for a new trial. 

Tue Court (Denman and Cuarzzs, JJ.) refused to grant a new trial, 
holding that the nonsuit was right, on the ground that eection 14 of the 
Sheriffs Act did not apply, the present case not being one of attachment 
for debt within the meaning of that section, but of attachment for con- 
tempt.—CounseL, Winch, Q.C., and J. D. O'Flynn; Ambrose, Q.C., and 
David. Sorscrrors, Paterson & Sons; W. H. Merbert, for James Harvey 
Simpson, Manchester. 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
BARNARD v. SCOLES—North, J., 28th June. 


Soricrror—Costs—Jvurispiction—PersonaL Orper AGAtnst Soriciror— 
R.8.0., LXV., 5, 11. 

A question was raised in this case as to the jurisdiction of the court to 
make an order for the payment of costs by a solicitor personally. The 
defendant was a solicitor, and he appeared in person. In consequence of 
the plaintiff’s delay the defendant took out a summons to dismiss the 
action for want of prosecution. On the hearing of this summons the 
defendant did not appear himself, but was represented by a clerk, and it 
was objected on behalf of the plaintiff that a solicitor who, as a party to 
an action, appeared in person, must appear personally on all the proceed- 
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was referred to the judge, and when it came before him the plaintiff's 
solicitor did not attend. The judge remitted the summons to the chief 
clerk, with a direction that the plaintiff's solicitor was personally to pay 
the defendant's costs of the attendance before the judge, and the chief 
clerk afterwards made an order dismissing the action for want of prosecu- 
tion, and that the plaintiff’s solicitor should personally pay the costs of 
the defendant’s attendance before the judge. The plaintiff's solicitor 
moved to discharge this order, and it was contended that there was no 
jurisdiction to order a solicitor to pay costs personally, except in the case 
of undue delay in proceeding or misconduct or default of the solicitor, 
and that even then a special application must be made under rule 11 of 
order 65. 

Nortn, J., held that there was jurisdiction to make the order under 
rule 5 of order 65, which provides that, ‘‘\When upon the trial of any 
cause or matter it appears that the same cannot proceed by reason of the 
solicitor for any party having neglected to attend personally, or by some 
person on his behalf, . . . such solicitor shall personally pay to all or 
any of the partics such costs as the court or judge shall think fit to 
award.’’ In his lordship’s opinion the hearing of the summons was the 
** trial of a cause or matter” within the meaning of this rule.—Oovunset, 
Oswaid; Williamson, Sortcrrors, G, Johnson ; Scoles. 


Re J. H. LAMB—C. A, No. 2, 29th June. 


Soricrror Struck orF RoLts—Re-ApMIsstoN—JURISDICTION—So.icitors Act, 
1843 (6 & 7 Vicr. c. 73), s. 32. 

This was an appeal from adecision of a divisional court (Fieldand Cave, JJ.), 
reported ante, p. 455, the main question being whether, when a solicitor has 
been struck off the rolls under section 32 of the Solicitors Act of 1843, there 
is jurisdiction to re-admithim. Section 32 provides that ‘‘ifany .. . 
solicitor shall wilfully and knowingly act as agent in any action or suit in 
any court of law orequity . . . for any person not duly qualified to 
actas . . . solicitor as aforesaid, or permit his name to ba 
anyway made use of in any such action, suit, or matter, upon the account, 
or for the profit of any unqualified person . . . or do any other act 
thereby to enable such unqualified person to appear, act, or practise in any 
respectas . . . solicitor ir any suit at law or in equity, knowing such 
person not to be duly qualified as aforesaid,’’ upon proof of euch offence 
‘every such . . . solicitor so offending shall, and may, be struck off 
the roll and for ever after disabled from practising as a solicitor.’? The 
order in the present case was made under that section on the 2ad of August, 
1886. An appeal was lodged on tho 20th of August; but the appellant 
afterwards determined not to proceed with the appeal, but to apply to the 
Divisional Court at some future time for reinstatement on the rolls. The 
appeal came on on the 27th of October, and was dismissed in consequence 
of the non-appearance of the appellant. In July, 1887, the —— 
applied to have the appeal restored, but the court refused the application. 
In March, 1888, the solicitor applied to a divisional court to be reinstated 
on the rolls, but this application was also refused. The solicitor then pre- 
sented a petition to the Master of the Rolls for the same purpose, and the 
Master of the Rolls referred it to the Divisional Court. They held that 
they had no jurisdiction to restore a solicitor to the rolls after he had been 
struck off for an offence under section 32. On the hearing of the present 
appeal from that decision, the solicitor was, with the consent of the Incor- 
porated Law Society, allowed to apply to restore his appeal from the 
original order striking him off the rolis. 

Tue Court (Corron, Fry, and Lorgs, L.JJ.), after hearing this applica- 
tion, held that, under the circumstances, after the delay which had 
occurred, even if they had power to restore the appeal, which they 
doubted, the power ought not to be exercised, and the court affirmed the 
decision of the Divisional Court that there was no jurisdiction to re-admit 
the solicitor in such a case. Oorron, L J., said, We have not to consider 
whether, when the order striking the solicitor off was made, the court 
should have made a more lenient order, because the order has been made 
absolutely directing that Mr. Lamb be struck off the rolls, and the ques- 
tion is what is the consequence of that order. The words of the section 
are that, if it be found that any solicitor has offended as therein mentioned 
he ‘‘shall and may be struck off the rolls end for ever after be disabled 
from practising as an attorney or solicitor.” I assume that, whe, such 
an application is made, the court has power, if it thinks fit, not to inflict 
so serious a punishment as was here inflicted. That is my present 
impression, but I do not decide the point. The court has, however, in 
this case acted upon the extreme power which is given to it, and has struck 
the solicitor off the rolls. What, then, is the effect of that? The power is 
not a discretionary power; it is not that the judge or court shall or may 
by the order disqualify the solicitor from acting as a solicitor, but it is 
that, if he has been struck off the rolls, he shall for ever after be disabled 
from acting as a solicitor. It is not a criminal sentence, but I think it is 
meant that, when such an order is made, the solicitor Is for ever after dis- 
qualified from practising as an attorney or solicitor. It is in no way like 
an application in a case in which there is no statutory declaration as to 
the consequence of striking a man off the rolls. Here the statute declares 
the consequences, and we cannot go against the statute. Even if there 
were power for the Queen’s Bench Division and for us to make any order 
in any other circumstances, I think that here there is a statutory provision 
which prevents us from directing that the Master of the Rolls shall rein- 
state the solicitor, because by the statute he is disqualified for ever after 
from practising as an attorney or solicitor. Fry, L.J., said: The general 
jurisdiction under which the court exercises its powers over solicitors is a 
jurisdiction over them as officers of the court. But in this case we are 
dealing, not with the general jurisdiction, but with an express statutory 
provision that in every case in which a solicitor offends in the manner 
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disabled from practising as a solicitor. I shall not express any opinion 
whether the words ‘‘ shall and may”’ are obligatory upon the court when 
the matteris brought before it. It may be there isa discretion reserved to 
the court; but, if the court does strike the solicitor off the rolls, then it 
appears to me the consequence which is stated by the statute follows, and 
upon being struck off the solicitor is for ever after disabled from practising. 
I do not think any discretion is given to the court to strike the solicitor off 
the rolls and yet protect him from for ever after being disabled from 

ractising asa solicitor. I think it was intended by the Legislature that 
that result should inevitably follow the striking off. Lorgs, L.J., said: 
Section 32 gives a statutory jurisdiction, and therefore it must be strictly 
followed. To my mind the proper construction is clear. It appears to 
me that the words ‘‘ shall and may be struck off the rolls’ confer upon 
the court to which the application is made a discretionary power whether 
they will strike the solicitor off the rolls or inflict some less severe punish- 
ment—such, for instance, as suspension. But so soon as the court has 
determined that the proper course is to strike the solicitor off the rolls, it is 
an inevitable consequence from the striking off the rolls that he shall for 
ever after be disabled from practising. In the present case the solicitor 
has been struck off, and I think we have no jurisdiction to restore him.— 
Counset, Waddy, QC., and Crispe; Reid, Q.0., and F. W. Hollams, 
Soricitors, L. W. Gregory ; BE. W. Williamsen. 





LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 
ANNIVERSARY Festiva. 

The Twenty-ninth Anniversary Festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association was held on Thursday, the 27th ult., at the Hétel Métropole, Sir 
Arnold William White taking the chair. Among the guests were the following 
gentlemen, William Allen (Leek), G. W. Bell, C. Mylne Barker, William G. 
Bell, Fredk. John Blake, William Frank Blandy (Reading), Henry P. Bowling, 
I. F. Briggs, H. Holland Burne (Bath), L. Chamley, T. O, Chapman, H. 
Morten Cotton, G. Churcher (Fareham), R. L. Devonshire, Grantham R. 
Dodd, J. Bradley Dyne, Lewis Emanuel, Henry J. Francis, J. Fulleylove, R.L., 
C. E. S. Foyer, Arthur R. Gillman, G. Burrow Gregory, H. E. Gribble, 
H. C. J. Groves, F. G. Greenfield, A. Hanbury, W. J. Mutton, Thos. J. 
Hooper (Biggleswade), I. H. Janson, G. Kentfield, H. C. King, B. G. Lake, 
N. T. Lawrence, T, D, Leaver, John Lewis (Wrexham), Lord Justice Lopes, 
C. B. Margetts (Huntingdon), Frederick Morgap, G. Carter Morrison 
(Reigate), John Nanson (Carlisle), C. T. Orford, R. Pennington, Richd. 
Pideock (Woolwich), ‘Thomas J. Vitfield, Henry Roscoe, J. Anderson Rose, 
'T. Skewes-Cox, Sidney Smith, H. J. Sherlock, Wm. Henry Stallard, Edwin 
T. Tadman, John Tarry, H. J. Torr, R. W. Tweedie, F. Venables, R. Wall 
Wall, W. Melmoth Walters, H. A. White, 8. C. Wilde, F. F, Woodbert, 
and Harry Woodward. 

The loyal toasts having been given from the Chair, and honoured with the 
customary enthusiasm, 

‘The CuarnMAn proposed the toast, ‘*The Bench and the Bar.” He said 
the Bench had always commanded their respect, their regard, and their 
affection. ‘They honoured it not only for the way in which it conducted the 
business of the country, and secured the duc administration of the law, but 
they knew that the individual members who occupied the Bench were 
animated by the highest feelings of uprightness and duty. And he thought 
he might say, without exception, that, certainly within the last hundred years, 
the judicial ermine of England had never been soiled by a single occupant 
of the Bench. They all knew how much the liberties of England had been 
built up by the virtues and firmness of the earlier judges, He thought these 
liberties were sufticiently secured so that the judges would not have to 
exercise the great firmness they did in former years; but they knew that the 
same desire to preserve the liberties of the subject ruled the Bench as in 
olden times. It was reserved for the judges in the present day to fulfil the 
more prosaic, but not less useful, ordinary dutics of establishing the rights 
of individuals, and seeing that the grand machine of litigation should go on 
without any undue advantage to the one side or the other. He was sure it 
would be gratifying to those he was addressing that he was able to associate 
the toast with that of a judge who was as honoured and revered as Lord 
Justice Lopes, and he would express a hope, in which he was sure they would 
all join, that Lord Justice Lopes would long continue to sit on the Bench, to 
the great advantage of his country. With the toast he would also associate 
the name of Mr, Bradley Dyne, who had, in these degenerate days, when real 
property law was becoming, he (the Chairman) was afraid, a matter for the 
waste paper basket, he was yet preserving the traditions of Brodie, and 
the great conveyancers of ancient times, and endeavouring to bring equal 
power to the interpretation of the inferior law which now prevailed. He 
(the Chairman) was not going to refer to the vexed question of fusion 
between the Bar and solicitors, One great reason why he saw no necessity 
for it was that the real fusion, the real identity, already existed. It existed 
in the mutual regard and respect which the Bar and solicitors entertained 
for one another, and also in that common sentiment which induced them 
upon all occasions to do the best they possibly could for the interest of their 
c'lents, 

The Right Hon. Lord Justice Lorgs, in returning thanks, said that they 
lived in somewhat strange times—they lived in times when doctrines were 
promulgated to which they had not been accustomed. They lived 
ia days when they were told that it was not only the law of 
the land, established by the three estates of the realm, which her 
Majesty’s subjects were bound to obey, but that a man might be entitled, if 
he conscientiously believed in a new law, to set up that law and to follow 
it. ‘That such doctrines should be circulated, and he could not help saying 
circulated sometimes by those who ought to have known better, was, to his 











mind, a most regrettable circumstance, It was calculated to mislead the 
ignorant, whilst to those who are educated it was obvious that the advance- 

ment of, and the acting upon, such doctrines could only lead to anarchy 
and confusion, and the destruction of those great constitutional principles upon 
which our liberties and the safety of our lives and property depended, 

Her Majesty’s judges had important and onerous Tntles to discharge, 
He had very often read the judgments of old reports, and he thought 

the judgments which were now delivered were neither so exhaustive 
nor so able as those delivered in former times; but he was certain of this, 

that although the judgments might be wanting in that ability and that 
incisiveness which existed in former times, he firmly believed that all those 
present, and, he believed, the public at large, would at any rate give the judges 
credit for acting with the same honesty and integrity. He had said that he 
thought the judgments of to-day not so incisive and able as those of former 
times, but he thought there was some excuse to be made for the judges, 
Economy and expedition was the order of the day, and, to his mind, the 
Nemesis of too great expedition was the ill performance of the work to be 

done. The duties of the judges were more than those which were known 
beyond their circle and those whom he was addressing. ‘To his mind, the 
staff that had to do the work was not equal to the work which was demanded 
of them. He could tell them at the present moment of instances of what he 
meant. It was not even as if the judges were permitted to have at their own 
command the affairs which belonged to them. For one whole working ycar two 
judges of the Qaucen’s Bench had been taken from their work. At the present 
time the Queen's Bench Division was in great arrear. Assistance was necessary, 
and assistance had been demanded from the court to which he belonged. He 
need not say that that assistance would bo readily granted, but what was the 
result? At the present time the Court of Appeal was well abreast of its 
work; but it would be necessary to suspend entirely the action of one 
division of that court. The result would be that there would be arrears in 
the Appeal Court as well as arrears in other courts. He made these 
observations because he thought it was desirable that this should be made 
known. He did not think it necessary to make them to those present, 
because, as practitioners, they all knew this as well as he did himself, but he 
thought the more often observations of this kind were repeated in the hope 

that something would be done the better. No doubt there had been vast 
improvements of late in the procedure, but there were other improvements 
he would like to see introduced. ‘To his mind at the present moment there 
were too many appeals; and he thought there were appeals upon matters in 
respect of which there ought to be very much fewer — ; he was refer- 
ring to interlocutory matters. He thought the appeal in such matters ought 
to stop with the Divisional Court unless there was a division of opinion in 
that court. 

Mr. J. Braptey Dyne responded for the Bar. He said he felt that, as 
a conveyancing counsel, he had many interests in common with gentlemen 
who were members of the solicitors’ branch of the profession, and on which 
he, perhaps, might be more interested than a member of the more eloquent 
branch of the profession might be. He would like to make a remark upon 
the present position of the profession, and, for the moment, he thought that 
asa conveyancing barrister he might associate himself with solicitors. He 
thought the profession had had a great many trials to undergo in this genera- 
tion, but the continuous fire of legislation which had been directed upon the 
profession had put it into a remarkably strange position, and he thought had 
made the practitioner’s life of late years not altogether a happy one; and 
now they were threatened with further alterations of which they did not 
quite know the result. But he was confident that the profession which had sur- 
vived all the alterations of the past—and he believed that fifty years ago 
there must have been alterations as terrifying to those of that generation as 
the alterations which were now: taking place to solicitors of to-day—would 
still survive. Lawyers were said to be adverse to reform, and to be obstruc- 
tive. He believed that proposition to be not trae. He thought they were 
very cautious in accepting reforms, and he thought they wished to be satis- 
fied, before a great and sweeping change was introduced, that the change 
would be fraught with real benetit to the public, and would not be accom- 
panied by undue and unnecessary hardship and wrong to the profession. He 
did not wish to pursue details of any question of this kind further. ‘They 
knew what was intended with regard to that branch of the profession par- 
ticularly concerned with real property law, and he could only express a hope 
that what was done would be done with due regard to the real and solid 
i. terests of the public—because before that they must all bow—and with as 
little wrong and as small damage as possible to the interests of the profession, 
If reforms were carried out in that sense, he was sure the profession would 
heartily welcome and acquiesce in it. 

The Cuareman proposed the health of the Incorporated Law Society and 
the other law societies of the United Kingdom, All of those present knew 
what great progress in position and character the solicitors’ branch of the 
profession had made during the last hundred years. It was reported of the 
great Doctor Johnson that upon one occasion, being asked who a certain 
gentleman was who had left the company, he replied, “Sir, I do not wish to 
speak evil of a man behind his back, but I have the best reason in the world 
for supposing that the gentleman is an attorney.” That was more than a 
hundred years since, and that had all been changed. Even the designation 
by whieh they were referred to had been changed, and instead of being a 
title of reproach it had become a title of honour. To what was this great 
change to a large extent due? It was to the existence of the Incorporated 
Law Society and the other societies of the kingdom, who had done all they 
could to improve the education and position and to maintain the discipline 
of their branch of the profession. He did not deny—in fact, he would prefer 
to assert—that the individual example sct by many eminent members of the 
profession had also been an essent:al factor in that improvement, and he 
would also like to claim that the existence of societies like the Solicitors’ 
Benevolent had done a great deal to improve the character of the profession. 
Whilst the societies whose health be was proposing had looked after their 
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education, their discipline, and their integrity, he claimed that a society 
like the Solicitors’ Benevolent appealed to those higher human sympathies, 
the exercise of which added grace and dignity to every occupation. He 
regretted that there was not present anybody in office in a provincial 
ecciety. He would ask them to join with the first part of the toast the 
name of Mr. B, G. Lake, President of the Incorpcrated Law Society, who 
had worthily maintained the traditions of his predecessors, and in encrgy, 
industry, and ability had fallen short of none who had gone before. He 
would also ask Mr. Henry Holland Burne, who had been President of the 
National Law Society, to respond for the Provincial Law Societies. 

Mr. B. G. Laxg, in responding, observed that he only wished it could be 
truthfully said that the Incorporated Law Society, even with the addition 
of the provincial law societies, really represented all the soli itors of England. 
No doubt they did so now more than they did some little time ago; but he 
hoped the time was not far distant when they would really do in fact what 
they did to-day in appearance, because, no doubt, to the general public the 
law societies of the country were considered as representing the solicitors of 
England, and he thought it was to some extent a discredit that there should 
be very nearly half of that body who did not take the trouble to belong to 
any one of the societies in existence. He thought it was not right that a 
solicitor, as a member of a profession with great responsibilities and great 
duties, should keep aloof from an organisation without which those responsi- 
bilities and duties could not be properly performed. Take, for instance, the 
measure to which Mr. Dyne had referred—he meant the measure which had 
been, more or less, hanging over the legal profession for the last three or 
four years. There could not be a doubt that if the whole profession had 
acted together with reference to that measure, the influence of the Incor- 
porated Law Society, and the kindred societies who worked so hard and 
loyally in conjunction with the principal society, would have been far 
greater. Yet the influence of the societies had not been inconsiderable, 
and had done a great deal towards moulding, if not entirely stopping, a 
measure with which, in its essence, he agreed, but he entirely disagreed 
that it should be compulsory before giving it a preliminary trial. The 
Incorporated Law Society had done a great deal of good work in the past, 
and in the future would do much more. 

Mr. H. H. Burne (Bath), replying for the Provincial Law Societies, said 
that Mr. Lake had referred to a measure which he was sure was engrossing 
the attention of every practising solicitor. He (Mr. Burne) would only say 
with regard to compulsory registration, that his experience was that when- 
ever anyone had to do with a Government Department there was always a 
third person introduced who had an inflexible duty to perform, and who 
could not give way to anything; consequently, in conveyancing matters 
particularly, he could not but apprehend that if the registration of land was 
made compulsory there would be very great delay. At present they could 
first of all meet and confer—first of all to find out what the difficulties 
were, and if necessary cither side could give way and get through the thing. 
But supposing they had a Government Department, such as a chief clerk, 
there would be very great delay, and for that reason he did trust the time 
would be very far distant when they would be obliged to put their titles 
upon the register. 

The CuatrmMan proposed the toast of the evening: ‘The Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association, and may prosperity continue to atterd it.’ Ile 
observed that the society was now thirty-one years old, that it started in 
very modest beginnings, and whereas in the year 1861 the total relief 
granted was £10, in 1888 it had distributed among necessitous members 
and the widows and children of necessitous members, also amongst 
outside members of the profession who did not belong to the society, 
no less than £4,066, That was a very satisfactory progress so faras it went, 
but the Germans had a very excellent proverb, which said: ‘ What rests 
rusts.” To stand still in a society of this kind meant to go backwards, 
Therefore it was necessary each year that some fresh stimulus should be 
offered to the profession to show that that which had gone on so well before 
not only does not go back but that it marches forward. The source from 
which the society derived the income by which it relieved distress was 
twofold. Either they were acquiring new members or they were receiving 
donations from those who were already members. Since he had promised tu 
take the chair this evening he had had an opportunity of tapping both these 
sources. He had gone to young men just commencing practice and urged 
upon them the importance of joining this society, and he would like to know 
what better form of insurance or investment could any young man beginning 
practice have for endeavouring to guard against the “ stings and arrows 
of outrageous fortune”’ than that afforded by becoming a member of this 
society? Referring to the last report he found in one case where a 
member had died after having paid oniy £8 8s. to the society that 
his widow had received £555. In another case in which a_ subscriber 
died, after having only paid £15 15s,, his widow had received £605, In 
another case a gentleman became a life member, paying his £10 10s., and 
his widow had since received £540. He did not wish to multiply these cases, 
which were fairly chosen from the list with which the directovs had furnished 
them, He was aware that there were many higher and nobler motives for join- 
ing the society than the mere selfish one, but his object had been to draw each 
class into the society. To the poor and prudent man he had said, “ Act as 
your judgment dictates. If your judgment can show you a better invest- 
ment, choose it.’” To the rich and generous man he had said, ‘‘ Act as your 
heart —_— and he believed that in both cases the appeal had been 
decided in favour of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. He would go 


farther, and would say this was not merely a matter which concerned them 
individually. The adequate support of a society like this was to the honour 
of their profession. He took it as being one of the notes of a great and 
generous profession that it made an adequate provision for its sick and 
wounded members. The poet had said that, 
“ Men may rise on stepping stones 
Of their dead selves to higher things. 
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He had observed that in the fierce struggle for existence men often rose to 
higher things, like soldiers in a breach, upon the dead bodies of their 
comrades, And was nothing to be done for those comrades ? Were they to 
leave their widows, their poor helpless children unprovided for?’ To go 
upon the parish when they, their comrades, in the same profession had risen 
to success? He said, ‘‘God forbid.” For these considerations he appealed 
to them to lend a willing, cheerful, and adequate support to the Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association. 

The toast having been drunk with enthusiasm, 

Mr. G. B. Grecory, Deputy Chairman of the Board, proposed the health of 
the Chairman. In the course of his remarks he said he belicved the Associa- 
tion to be one to which every man entering the profession was morally bound 
to contribute. It was an immoral act of any man who felt himself qualified 
to take upon himself the duties of the profession not to contribute to the 
funds. If the sid of the society were not needed in his own case, he (Mr, 
Gregory) would not know that he could do a greater charity or a greater 
work for the profession of which he was a member than by contributing to 
the funds of the society which was so well administered, and did so much 
good to these who were the suffering members of it. In a great profession 
like this, there must be a good deal of want of success,a good deal of failure,a 
good deal of distress, a good many who might leave families or children behind 
them who were in want of the assistance the association rendered to them, 
What could be a greater security, what assistance could be obtained at a 
cheaper rate, than that which was afforded by the funds of this society 5 Life 
assurance was nothing to it, no policy of insurance ever effected in any oflice, 
whatever its bonus might be, had ever given anything lke the assistance 
which was derived by members of the socicty which had need of it for its 
funds, When they heard of a contribution of £10 10s. or £12 12s. realising 
for a family £300 or £400 it was astounding to think of the good that was 
done to those in want and who had come upon the society. He asserted that 
every member of the profession was bound to become a contributor to the 
funds of the socicty, cither on behalf of himself, on those dependent on him, 
or on behalf of others in whom he was interested and who were members of 
the body to which he belonged. 

The health having been very cordially received, 

The Cuarrman having returned thanks, 

Mr. J. ANDERSON Rose gave the toast of “‘ The Ladies,” 

The Cuamman then proposed the health of the Secrctary, observing that 
Mr. Scott most ably fulfilled the duties of the office, and his devotion to 
the interests of the society was beyond all praise. 

The Secretary (Mr. J. T. Scott), in acknowledging the compliment, 
expressed his indebtedness to the members of the Board of Management 
and to the stewards, who had done so much to make the festival a success. 
Ilis desire was to see the society progress, and that the list of annual 
subscribers might be greatly increased. 

Subscriptions and donations were announced amounting to £860, including 
the following :—'The Chairman, £105; Mr. N. T. Lawrence, £26 5s. 

During dessert a selection of music was efticiently performed, under the 
direction of Mr. W. Coates, by Master Charles Steward, Mr. G, May, Mr 
W. Coates, Mr, F. C. Atkinson, and Mr, Adams Owen, 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE FINAL EXAMINATION, 

The only other papers at the final we have left unnoticed were in Equity 
and Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty. ‘The former was a good general 
all-round paper, and included two questions on company law and the 
same number on practice. The eleven questions dealing with substantive 
law ranged over trusts, partnership, specific performance, constructive 
notice, donatio mortis causa, &c., all of them being pretty easy. In the 
other paper, perhaps of those on probate the first, ‘‘ What are interest 
suits, and what must the pleadings in such suits shew? ’’ was as difficult 
as apy. ‘The questions on divorce were easy, and the solitary representa- 
tive of the law ecclesiastical, dealing with the Clerical Disabilities Act, 
1870, would probably be answered by all who had troubled themselves with 
reading a book on the subject. Those who were unfamiliar with 
admiralty practice, although they might know something of its 
principles, would not obtain many marks in this branch of the examina- 
tion. 


ee 


THE HONOURS EXAMINATION, 


A great number entered for honours, but we do not expect a very heavy 
list of successful cardidates, as the papers were rather hard. The con- 
veyancing paper was, however, pretty simple, but required a knowledge of 
such recent cases as Lavery v. Pursell, Re Gorton, Dowse v. Gorton, in addition 
to the Trustee Act, 1888, and general questions on the Conveyancivg Act, 
1881, the Real Property Amendment Act, 8& 9 Vict. c. 106, &c. The 
papers, however, began to grow stiffer in their order ; still, a good know- 
lege of H. A. Smith’s Principles of Equity and Brett’s Leading Cases in 
Modern Equity would enable the student to answer most of the questions, 
as we notice that Austin v. Mead, Sutton v. Sutton, Adams vy. Angell, or 
the notes thereto, would be very serviceable. The common law and 
bankruptcy paper was remarkable for recent cases—WMorris v. Salberg 
(ante, p. 364), Morganv. Hardy (57 L. J. Q. B. D. 363), Brown v. Liell, Skinner 
v. De Faria, Amon v. Bobbett (ante, p. 251), &c., all appear to have been 
involved more or less. The fourth paper, on the additional subjects, 
must, on the whole, be pronounced very hard, except to such candidates 
as may have seen a good deal of law and practice in these special 
matters. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Henry Hopncson Bremner, barrister, Registrar of the Liverpool 
Court of Passage, died suddenly at his residence, Blundellsands, Liver- 
pool, on the 27th ult. Mr. Bremner was the son of the late Mr. Henry 
Bremner, solicitor, of Liverpool, and was born in 1842. He was educated 
at Clare College, Cambridge, and was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1869. He was formerly a member of the 
Northern Circuit, practising locally at Liverpool. In 1884 he became 
deputy-registrar of the Oourt of Passage at Liverpool, and two years later 
he was appointed registrar of the court. He was at the time of his death 
engaged in compiling a treatise on the practice of the Passage Court. Mr. 
Bremner was buried at Anfield Cemetery on the 30th ult. 


Mr. Russevi Gore, solicitor, of 10, Lime-street, died on the 22nd ult., 
from cancer in the throat. Mr. Gole was born in 1834, He was admitted 
a solicitor in 1857, having been articled to his father, the late Mr. John 
Gole, with whom he was for many years in partnership. Mr. Gole had a 
largo commercial business, and he was also well versed in theatrical law, 
heaving been for many years solicitor to Mr. Mapleson, the lessee of Her 
Majesty’s Theatre. Mr. Gole had held for many years the rank of Major 
and Honorary Lieutenant-Colonel in the 1st Tower Hamlets Rifle 
Volunteers. He was a member of the court of assistants of the Bakers’ 
Company. He leaves a widow, but no family. Mr. Gole was buried at 
the Hampstead Cemetery on the 26th ult. 


Mr. Ricuarp Reeper Crosse, solicitor, died at Collumpton on the 
23rd ult., from paralysis. Mr. Crosse was born in 1806. He was ad- 
mitted a solicitor about the year 1828. He originally practised at South 
Petherton, but subsequently removed to Oollumpton, where he had for 
many years an extentive practice as head of the firm of Crosse & Leigh. 
Mr. Crosse was for several years clerk to the county magistrates at 
Collumpton. In 1856 he was elected coroner for the Exeter district of 
Devonshire, and he held that office till 1887. Shortly after his retire- 
ment from practice Mr. Crosse declined an offer to be placed on the 
Commiesion of the Peace for Devonshire. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Freperick Tucker Aston, solicitor, of Gresham House, Old Broad- 
street, has been appointed Olerk to the Gunmakers’ Company. Mr, Aston 
was admitted a solicitor in 1860. 


The Right Hon. Anprew Marsuatt Porter, Master of the Rolls in 
—— has received the honorary degree of LL.D. from the University 
of Dublin. 


Mr. James Parkinson Taytor, solicitor (of the firm of Taylor, Hoare, 
& Box), has been appointed Clerk to the Upholdera’ Company. Mr. 
Taylor is the son of Mr. James Wells Taylor, solicitor. He was admitted 
a solicitor in 1861, and he is steward of the Manor of Langley Marish, 
Buckinghamshire. 


Mr. Witu1amM Epwanp Mrrenousz, barrister, has been appointed 
Recorder of the Borough of Much Wenlock, in succession to Mr. Haden 
Corser, who has been appointed a stipendiary magistrate for the metro- 
polis. Mr. Mirehouse is the second son of the Rev. William Squire Mire- 
house, rector of Colsterworth, Leicestershire, and was born in 1844. He 
was educated at Harrow and at Clare College, Cambridge, and he was 
called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1870. He practises ou 
the Oxford Circuit, and at the Staffordshire and Gloucestershirs Sessions, 
and he is a revising barrister. 


Mr. Joun Coxe Fow er, stipendiary magistrate for the Borough of 
Swansea, has been elected Chairman of the Glamorganshire Quarter 
Sessions. Mr. Fowler is the second son of Mr. William T'ancred Fowler, 
of Derby, and was born in 1815. He was educated at Rugby and at 
Pembroke College, Oxford, where he graduated third class in Olassics in 
1837, and he was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 
1840. He was stipendiary magistrate at Merthyr Tydfil from 1853 till 
1876, when he was appointed stipendiary magistrate for the Borough of 
Swansea. Mr. Fowler is a magistrate for Glamorganshire and Brecknock- 
shire, and he has been for several years deputy-chairman of the Glamorgan- 
shire Sessions. 


Mr. CLrement WiuuiAm Tixstrs, solicitor, of Liverpool and Chester, has 


been appointed Deputy-Coroner for the Chester District of Cheshire, and 
7 the Borough of Birkenhead. Mr. Tibbits was admitted a solicitor in 
874. 


Mr. Cuarvzs Jerome, solicitor (of the firm of Jerome, Trevor, & Co ), of 
38, Basinghall-street, London, and New Malden, Surrey, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 

Mr. James Luzwettyn Maruews, solicitor, of Bromley, clerk of arraigns 
and deputy clerk of assize on the Oxford Circuit, has been appointed 
Clerk of Assiz3 on the Oxford Circuit, in succession to the late Mr. 
Edward Archer Wilde. Mr. Mathews was admitted a solicitor in 1861. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS, 
DissoLvuTions. 
Epwarb Detves Broveuton, Tuomas WituiAM Heneuey, and CuArLes 





Epwarp Srgaxman, solicitors (Broughton, Hensley, & Speakman), Nant- 
wich and Crewe. June 30. 


Ricuarp Jsuv, James Hucues, and James Daviss Jenv, solicitors 
(Cattarns, Jehu, & omy 33, Mark-lane, London. June 29. The 
said James Hughes retiring from private practice. The said Richard Jehu 
and James Davies Jehu will continue to practise at No. 33, Mark-lane 
aforesaid, under the style or firm of Oattarns, Jehu, & Oo. 


Frevertck Kent and Wititam Mutts, solicitors and parliamentary 
agents, 58, Cheapside, London. June 22. 


Mark Suarman and Witi1am Smatt, solicitors (Sharman & Smail), Bed- 
ford. June l. [ Gazette, July 2. 


GENERAL, 


In the House ot Commons on Tuesday Mr. Fowler asked the First Lord 
of the ‘I'reasury whether it was correct that the County Court Judge for 
Circuit No. 5 had announced his intention of resigning his office; and 
whether, having regard to the fact that the number of sittings of this 
court holden before the judge were 78 in the last year, steps would be 
taken to annex Circuit 5 to one of the other Lancashire circuits. Mr. 
W. H. Smith said the judge had not communicated to the Lord Chancellor 
any intention of resigning, and it would be premature to say more than 
that careful consideration will be given whether, on the occurrence of a 
vacancy, a concentration of the county courts in Lancashire would be 
practicable and consistent with the public interest. The districts in 
question are very populous and important, and it may be anticipated that 
provision will have to be made for more frequent sittings in the courts. 


On the 27th ult. the Attorney-General applied to the Divisional Court of 
the Queen's Bench Division to have several Revenue cases, which it was 
desirable to have argued before the court rose, appointed for argument if 
possible next week. Lord Coleridge said the Attorney-General had heard 
what he had said (meaning no doubt at the Mansion House) as to the 
pressure of business in that division ; in consideration of which Lord Esher 
had kindly undertaken after the 6th of July to sit there for the purpose of 
keeping the court open; almost all the judges having by that time to 
leave London for the assizes. That being so, and the nie of the Rolls 
have so kindly undertaken to do this, he did not like in the least to inter- 
fere with the ara of business after the 6th of July. The 
Attorney-General said he understood this to mean that it was not likely 
that a day could be appointed before the 6th of July, and that after that 
day this court did not like to interfere. Lord Coleridge said he thought 
this was due to the Master of the Rolls, and that the application had better 
be made to him. 


Mr. Baron Pollock, in charging the grand jury at the Worcester Assizes, 
remarked upon the recent Assizes Relief Act. In tho future any question 
as to the necessity of sessions cases being tried at intervening assizes had 
been removed by that Act. During many years of judicial experience he 
had seen a great number of suggestions for the convenient conduct of 
assizes, but the matter had now been solved in a very sensible way because 
that Act restored very much what was a former practice, viz , that magis- 
trates, in committing prisoners, committed offenders liable at sessions to 
the sessions instead of the assizes if they intervened, At the same time 
option was reserved for magistrates to commit to the assizos if they felt it 
necessary under certain circumstances. On the same subject Mr. Justice 
Hawkins, at Bedford, pointed out that, supposing the Quarter Sessions Grand 
Jury in October next to be discharged and soon after a man charged with 
a petty offence, for which ultimately he may be sentenced to a fortnight’s 
imprisonment, was committed to quarter sessions, if unable to get bail he 
would be kept in gaol till the following January, although assizes — 
be held in the meantime. As to the present position, the learned judge 
said he should try all prisoners in gaol who had not been committed to 
quarter eessions, and should do the same at Northampton. 


‘A County Court Judge,’’ writing to the Morning Pust, says: ‘‘ The 
Lord Chief Justice in his speech at the Mansion House last night, after 
lamenting the state of business in the Queen’s Bench, deprived as it had 
been by the Special Commission for nearly a twelvemonth of ‘two of the 
ablest, strongest, and most energetic of its judges,’ and acknowledging 
the assistance which the judges of the Court of Appeal had given, ‘ with- 
out which he did not know how the work would ~~ been carried on,’ 
expressed a hope ‘ that these things would be taken into account when the 
end of the year arrived.’ May I be permitted to claim for the judges of 
county courts eome share in having assisted the Queen’s Bench in its 
difficulties by having tried last year nearly one-third of the actions in that 
division which went to trial—a proportion which will probably be raised to 
two-thirds in the present year under the increased jurisdiction conferred 
by the County Court Act of last year, and the rules as to costs made by 
the High Court? May I also be permitted to express a similar hope that 
‘these things will likewise be taken into account when the end of the year 
arrives,’ especially with regard to the metropolitan courts and the pro- 
vincial courts of the great commercial and manufacturing centres, in both 
of which it is to be feared that considerable arrears which have hitherto 
never arisen will become inevitable. 








On Tuesday next tenders will be received by the Bank of England for a 
second issue, amounting to £3,500,000, of New South Wales Government 
Three and a Half per Cent. Inscribed Stock. The minimum price is 102 


| per cent., and the principal is repayable at par in 1918. 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Mr. Justice 








Date. APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice 
- No. 2. Kay. CuITTY. 
Monday, Joly ... ........ 8 Mr. Rolt Mr, Koe Mr. Ward 
IE 0.55. se.cevinsesuey Godfrey Clowes Pemberton 
Rolt Koe Ward 
Godfrey Clowes Pemberton 
Rolt Koe Ward 
Godfrey Clowes Pemberton 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NORTH, STIRLING. KEEKEWICH. 
Monday, July 8 Mr. Pugh Mr. Beal Mr. Jackson 
esday 9 Lavie Leac Carrington 
Pugh Beal Jackson 
Lavie Leach Carrington 
Pugh Beal Jackson 
Lavie Leach Carrington 











WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gagette.—FRIDAY, June 28, 
JUINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

IMITED IN CHANCERY. 

C. CHANDLER & Co., Lim1ITED.—Creditors are required, on or before July 20, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Mr. William Russell Crowe, 30, Budge row. Saturday. July 27, at 12, is ap- 

ted for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

GREAT GRIMSBY ONWARD BUILDING Co., LimiTEep.—Stirling, J., has fixed July 11, 
at 12, at his ehambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

City MinrncG Co., Lrutrep.—Petn for winding up, presente1 June 25, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, July 6, Davidson & 
Morriss, Queen Victoria st, solors fer petners 

RIDSDALES Rattway Lam? anv LicHTinG Oo., LimtrED.—Creditors are required, 
on or before July 23, to send their names and addresses to Edward Occil aces 
3, Crosby sq. Tuesday, July 30, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicat- 
ing upon the debts and claims 

SootcH WHISKY DIsTILLERS, LimiTED.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 
= send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 

ms, to Arthur Richard King Farlow, 4, King st. ape pO Aug 10, at 11, is 
appointed for hearing and aijudicating upon the debts and claims 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Saint HELENS AND District Tramways Co.—Stirling, J., has, by an order dated 

— Mr. Frederick William Marsh, Saint Helens, to be official 


COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Boor.® MARKETS AND ABATTOIR Co., LriarTED.—By an order made by the Vice- | 


EBENEZER LOAN Co., LimiTrED.—Petn for yintag ep, presented June 26. directed 
to be heard before Bristowe, V.C., at the Assize Courts, Strangeways, Man- 
chester, on Monday, July 8, at 10.39. Earie & Oo., Manchester, solors for 


petner 
| STAR SAUCE AND PICKLE Co., LIMITED.—The court has, by an order dated May 8, 
appointed John Butterworth, Beech rd, Stockport, to be official liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES. 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
Oquer PRIDE OF Branvon, A.O.F., Colliery Inn, Brandon Colliery, Durham. 
une 25 
— iVicrori1a, A.O.F., Dawrays Arms Inn, Newton upon Ouse, York. 
une 25 
MYNYDDWYR LODGE OF THE INDEPENDENT ORDER OF ODD FELLOWS, Blaenycoed 
Inn, Conwyl Elfed, Carmarthen, June 25 
WIDOW AND ORPHANS SOCIETY, 103, Stowe st, Lichfield, Stafford. June 25 


London Gazette.—TUgspDAY, July 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

ATKINS FILTER AND ENGINEERING Co., LrwrrED.—By an order made by North, 
J., dated June 22, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Bompas & 
Co , Gt Winchester st, solors for petners 

A. W. Mosris & Co., Lim1TED.—By an order made by Stirling, J., dated June 22, 
it was ordered that the company be wound up. Ward & Co., Nicholas lane, 
solors for petner 

J. LEWIS Mitts & Co., LimrrED.—By an order made by Kay, J., dated June 22, 
S was suneene thatthe company be wound up. Taylor, Crutched Friars, solor 

or petner 

LA TRINIDAD, LIMITED.—By an order made by North, J., dated June 22, it was 
ordered that the La Trinidad, Limited, be wound up. Parker & Co., St. 
Michael's Rectory, Cornhill, solors for petner 

McNary MAcaINEs Co, Limr1rEp.—By an order made by Kay, J, dated June 22, 
it was ordered that the company be wound up. Foss & Ledsam, Abchurch 
lane, solors for petar 

NATIONAL PURE WATER ENGINEERING Co, LiwiTeEp.—By an order made by 
Stirling. J, dated June 22, it was ordered that the company be wound up. 
May & Co, Adelaide pl, London Bridge, solors for petnr 

Princess's THEATRE Co, ITED.—Petn for winding up, presented July 2, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J,on July 13. Durant, Guildhall chmbrs, 
agent for Cummings, Derby, solor for petars 

ScotcnH WHISKY DIsTILLERS, LimiTsp.—Chitty, J. has by an order dated May 20, 
appointed Arthur Richard King Farlow, of 4, King st, to be official liquidator 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. f 

Ristnc SuN HovusE PROPERTY ASSOCIATION.—By an order mnde by Stirling. J, 
dated June 22, it was ordered that the association be wound up. Stones & Co, 
Finsbury circus, solors for petnr 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. | 

INDEPENDENT ORDER OF BRITISH WORKMEN SOCIETY, Hall of Science, Grimsby, 

Lincoln. June 26 


SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
Court Pascor St. LEGER GRENFBLL, A.O.F., Cuba Hotel, St. Thomos, Swansea. 


une 28 
ae any FRIENDLY Society, Schoolroom, Blaenpenal, Tregaron, Cardigan. 
une 
LIMBRICK CONQUEROR Court, A.O.F., Elephant and Castle, Bolton rd, Adling- 
ton, Chorley, Lancaster. June 27 








Sa, Sve June 18, it was ordered that the company be wound up. 
Gradecll, Liverpool, solor for petners. The Vice-Chancellor has also appointed 








Joseph Stanislaus Bradley, Aughton park, Ormskirk, to be official liquidator 


BritisH 
to be heard before Bristowe, V.C., at the Assize 
lean’ on Monday, July 8, at 10,30, 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette—F RIDAY, June 28. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Coxao Co., Lrm1TEp.—Petn for winding up, presented June 22, directed 
ourts, Strangeways, Man- 
Leaf & Co., Manchester, eolors for 


Aakoxs, NATHAN, late of Brighton, Clothier Brigh- | 


ton Pet June 8 Ord June 25 


Abkin, Gzorax. Sheepshed, Leics, Bricklayer Lei- | 


cester Pet June 2 Ord June 26 

AkTER, ['HOMAS ROBERT, Cable st. Shadwell, Grocer 
High Court Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

ASHYOLD, W. H., and Co., Perham rd, Mt Andrew’s 
Estate, West Kensington, Builders High Court 
Pet May 31 Ord June 25 

BASELEY, omas, Northampton, Florist North- 
ampton Pet June 2 Ord June 25 

Bowes, RicHarp TAYtor, Walsall, Electro Plater 
Walsall Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

BOWL&yY, JESSE, Easttborpe, Mirfield, Yorks, Hay 

lor Dewsbury Pet June 22 Ord June 22 
—, 8t John’s rd, Deptford, no occupation 

Greenwich Pet May 21 Ord June 21 

Contixs, PETER, Leeds, Fish Dealer Leeds Pet 
June 24 Ord June 24 

DaviEs, FREDERICK GEORGE, Oaerleon, Grocer New- 
port,Mon Pet Jnne2 Ord June 25 

Epon, Witi1AM, East Parley, nr Christchurch, 
Hants, Dairyman Poole Pet May 283 Ord 

_. June 24 

FLErcHgeR, JOHN, Eastwood, Notts, Hairdresser 
Derby Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

FRANCOMBE, GEORGE FREDERICK. Kingswood hill, pr 
Bristol, Grocer Buistol Pet June 26 Ord 
June 26 

GOODALL, JOHN, and FREDERICK GOODALL, Woburn 
Sands, Wavendon, Bucks, Timber Merchants 
Nortbampton Pet June 21 Ord June 21 

Grave, JOSEPH, Cockermouth, Butcher 
mouth Pet June ?4 Ord June 24 

GRIFFITHS, WILLIAM, Penbeilybach, Llandyfriog, 
Cardiganshire, Farmer Carmarthen Pet June 20 
Ord June 25 

Hat. FREDERICK, and THoMAsS JOSEPH HEAWARD 
SWINDLEY, West Bromwich, Nail Manufacturers 
West Bromwich Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

HEBDEN, JOHN, Simonstone, nr Burnley, Waller 
Burnley Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

HupsrstH, Ratru. Pity Me. Durham, Blacksmith 
Durham Pet Jvune26 Ord June 26 

JuBB, WILLIAM, Three Colt st. Limehouse, General 
Draper High Court Pet Juno 24 Ord June 24 

KIrPinG, FREDERICK, Baker’s row, Whitechapel, 


Cocker- 


| McDonaLp, G R, Milton st, Fancy Goods Manufac- 


| NicHoLs, CHARLES CLIFFORD, Fingringhoe, Easex, 





WARNING TO INTENDING 
from 1 


HovseE PURCHASERS & LESSEES.—Before purchasing or 


— a house have theSanitary arrangementsthoroughly examined by anexpert 
‘he Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, late 115, Victoria-st., West - 


minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—[{ ADVT.]} 








Licensed Victualler High Court Pet June 5; 
Ord Tune 26 | 

LAVER, WILLIAM JAMES, Percy villas, Northumber- 
land grove, Tottenham, Uommercial Traveller 
High Court Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

LEWIs, W1iu1aM, Southampton, Butcher South- 
ampton Pet June 24 Ord June 24 : 

LowE, WALTER, Sneinton, Nottingham Nottingham 
Pet May 30 Ord June 19 

Martin, BENJAMIN, Florence terr, East Greenwich, 
Baker Greenwich Pet June 2t Ord June 21 


turer High Court Pet June5 Ord June 26 


Farmer Colchester Pet June 26 Ord June 26 
NICHOLSON, JOHN, Liverpool, Shipstore Dealer 
Liverpool Pet June8 Ord June 24 
OKELL, ExizA, Newcastle st, Strand, Chemist High 


Woop, Caries I’, Victoria rd, Kentish Town, 
Builder High Court Pet May 10 Ord June 24 
WoopMass, WILLIAM, Harrogate,Grocer York Pet 

Juce 25 Ord June 25 
The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of Oct 26. 
GREENWELL, THOMAS, Newcastle on Tyne, Baker 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
ALpovs, WILLIAM, Norwich, Picture Frame Maker 
July 6at12 Off Reo, 8, King st, Norwich 
ARUNDELL, the Hon Epwarp IGNatTIvus, residence 
unknown July 11 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 
ATEINSON, WILLIAM, Leeds. Confectioner July 10 
at 1° Cc, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Bonp, WILLIAM, Hulme, Manchester, Coach Builder 
July 8 at 11.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge 





Court PetJune6 Ord June 26 
PALMER, JOHN, Belgrave, Leics, Warehouscman, 
Leicester Pet June25 Ord June 25 


| 
PEARSON, THomMAS, Goldenhill, Staffs, Colliery Pro- | CartER, JAMES, New 


prietor Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall Pet June 
11 Ord June 24 

PrGG, FREDSRICK PARKER, and EDWIN’JOHN PEGG, 
Harleston, Norfolk, Grocers Ipswich Pet Juns 
11 Ord June 24 t 

PIERSON, THOMAS, Minster in Sheppey, Kent, Sexton 
\~ Cemetery Oo. Rochester Pet June 2% Ord 
June 2 


st, Manchester 


| BRAITHWAITS, RICHARD, Bowness, Westmorland, 


Baker July 6at 11 37, Stramongate, Kendal 

et, Herts July 5 atil 

| No 16 Room, 20 and 31, St Swithin’s lane 

| CLAUGHTON, GARNETT, Farsley, nr Leeds, Engineer 

July 8ati1 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

| CoopER, HENRY WALBRAN, Middlesborough, Wine 

| Merchant July itat12 Station Hotel, York 

| COSGROVE, JAMES, sen, Gawsworth, pr Macclesfield, 

| retired Schoolmaster July 5 atil Off Ree, 23, 
Edward st, Macclesfield 


King 
Price, Enos ALFRED, Carisbrooke, I.W.. Butcher | Cripps, JOHN, South Eston, nr Middlesborough, late 


Newport and Ryde_ Pet June 25 Ord June 25 

SwIirRLEs, ALEXANDER, Northampton, Currier North- 
ampton Pet June 25 Ord June 25 

Szaprra, Samson, Oxford st, China Dealer High 
Court PetJuneé Ord June 24 ¢ 

TAYLOR, JOHN, Liverpool, Cashier to a Fruit Merchant 
Liverpool Pet June 12 Ord June 26 


Grocer July10 at 12.45 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 
| Middlesborough 


Somerset, Commission Agent JulySatil Bris- 
tol Arms Hotel, Bridgwater 
Day, WILLIAM HENRY, St Neots, Hunts, Auctioneer 


"ee Tuomas LUFFMAN, Westen super Mare, 


July 9 at 10.30 Cross Keys Hotel, St Neo 


ts 
THomas, JOHN, Carnewas, St Eval, Cornwall, Farmer Expon, WILLIAM, East Parley. nr Christchurch, 


Truro Pet May 24 Ord June 2? 
THOMPSON, JONATHAN, Old Whittington, Derbyshire 
—_ Dealer Chesterfield Pet June 24 Ord 
une 


Dairyman July 8 at 12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 

FLeMInG, FitzJames, Shorncliffe. Kent, Capt 6th 
Dragoon Guards July 6 at 10.30 33, Oarey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 


26 
THorNE, HENRY, Clarendon rd, Notting hill, Butcher | GiuperT, ALFRED, Willesborough Kent, Builder 


High Court Pet June2 Ord June 25 


ULLATHORNR, GRANVILLE SHARP, Metropolitan’ bidgs, | Gites, JosgPH. Swan lane, 
‘ou e 


Queen Victoria st, Engineer Hig 
June7 Ord June 24 } 
WIttiaM3, Pariir, Hirwain, nr Aberdare, Glam. 
osshoute Keeper Aberdare Pet June 24 Ord 
une 24 
Wutson, THomas, Batley, Yorks, Rag Merchant | 
Dewsbury Pet June?4 Ord June 24 


ead Hotel, Ashford 
otherhithe, Grocer July 

10 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

GRIFFIN, GEORGE, Albion Works, King’s Cross, Civil 
Engineer July 9at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Por- 
tugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

HANNA, WitIaM ALFRED KINGSTON, Coventry, 
Surgeon July5 atit Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, 
Coventry 


uly 9at3 Saracen’s 
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Hitt, Henry James, Huntsham, nr Bampton, 
Devon, Smith July Gatit Off Rec, 13, Bedford 
circus, Exeter 

Impry, WILLIAM, Hornsey rd, Hollow. ay, Boot Maker 
July 10ati1 33, Oarey st, Lincoln’s inn 

JAMES, GEORGE Rovents, Walton, Liverpool, Pro- 
vision Dealer July 8 at 2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria 
st, Liverpool 

LEWIS, EpGAr, Bognor, Sussex July 6 at 11.30 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

LEWIS, WILLIAM, Southampton, Butcher July 11 at 
11 Off Rec, 4, East st, - a 

LIDGETT, JAMES, Odd Fellow’s Hall, Gt Grimsby, 
Auctioneer July 10 at 11 Off Ree, 3, Haven st, 
Gt Grimsby 

LUNN, UHARLES, Brighton, late Draper's Assistant 
July 11 atit 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Mortis, RBvUBEN, Chicksand st, Whitecha al, Baker 
July 10at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s ian 

NEWSERY, FREDERICK CHARLES BEAUMONT, Wal- 
brook Wharf, Cousin lane, Paper Merchant July 
10 at 2,30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Liacoln’s ian 

Pgakson, Tuomas, Goldenhill, Wolstanton, Staffs, 
Colliery Proprietor July 10 ati1 Off Rec, New- 
castle under Lyme 

PgGG, FREDERICK PARKER, and EDWIN JOHN PEGG, 
Harleston, Norfolk, Grocers July 5 at12.15 Off 
Rec, Ipswich 

PrERSON, LH0MAS, Minster in Sheppey, Kent, Sexton 
to Cemetery Co July 9 at 11 Off Rec, High st, 
Rochester 

PILKINGTON, BEEVER, Wortley, Leeds, Journeyman 
Tailor July 10 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 
Leeds 

PoUNSETT, BENJAMIN, Wallingford, Berks, Nursery- 
man Julysati2 1, 8t Aldate’: s, Oxford 

PYLE, GEORGE, High st, Sevenoaks, Tobacconist 
July 6at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’ sinn 

Robenrs, FRANK, Manchester, Auctioneer July 15 at 
11.30 Off Kec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Man- 
chester 

SAYERS, ag Ipswich, Hairdresser July 5 at 11.45 
Off Rec, Ipswich 

SMITH, ALEXANDER, Old st, St Luke’s, Boot Manu- 
facturer July 10at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln's ian 

SOUTHWOOD, JAMES, Leeds, Bootmaker July 8 at 12 
Off Rec, 22, Purk row, Leeds 

WuiITE, Ropert Tuompson, The Pavement, West 
Green rd, Tottenham, Cheesemonger July 8 at 
ll Cannon st Hotel 

WoopDMASss, WILLIAM, Harrogate. Grocer July 11 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


ADKIN, GEORGE, Sheepshed, saleosten, Bricklayer 
Leicester Pet June 26 Ord June 26 
ARUNDELL, Hon. EpwWarp IGNATIUS. present resi- 
dence unknowr High Court Pet June 24 Ord 
June 26 
BASELEY, THOMAS, Northampton, Florist North- 
ampton Pet June 25 Ord June 25 
BATES, WILLIAM, Leicester, Tailor Leicester Pet 
Juce 15 Ord June 24 
BowEs, RICHAKD ‘TAYLOR, Wale, Electro Plater 
Walsall PetJune19 Ord June 24 
BoWLEY, JESSE, Eastthorpe, Mirtield, Yorks, May 
Dealer Dewsbury Pet June 22 Ord June 22 
ae ~~ Joun, Leicester, late Grocer Leicester 
t May 22 Ord June 18 
CockLE, — , St John’s rd, Deptford, of no occupation 
Greenwich Pet May . Ord June 21 
CoLLiIns, PETER, Leeds, Fish Dealer Leeds Pet 
June 24 Ord June 24 
DAVIES, FREDERICK GEORGE, Caericon, Mon, Grocer 
Newport, Mon Pet June 25 Ord June 26 
Dawson, ANNIE DAWSON, Clifton gdns, Maida hill, 
School Proprietress High Court Pet June 19 
Ord June 26 
Day, WILLIAM HENRY, St Neots, Hunts, Auctioncer 
Bedford Pet May 22 Ord June 26 
Drew, HENRY, Wey mouth, Bricslayer Dorchester 
Pet June 20 Ord June v5 
FLETCHER, JOHN, Eastwood. Notts, Hairdresser 
Derby Pet Junezt Ord June 21 
GENT, Onnistor HER, Sheepshed. Leices, Bricklayer 
Leicester Pet May15 Ord June 18 
GOODALL, JOHN, and I'REDERICK GOODALL. Woburn 
Sands, Wavendon, Bucks, Timber Merchants 
Northampton Pet Junezi Ord June 25 
GRAVE, JOSEPH, Cockermouth, Butcher 
mouth Pet June 2t Ord June 24 
GREGORY, JOHN, Loushborough, late Picture Framo 
Maker Leicester Pet March 28 Ord June is 
HEBDEN, JOHN, Simonrstone, nr Burnley, Waller 
Burnley Pet June 22 Or d June 25 
JAMES, GEORGE RobERTS, Walton, Liverpool, Pro- 
vision Deaicr Liverpool Pet June 4 Ord J une 25 
LAVER, WILLIAM JAMES, Percy villas, Northumber- 
Jand grove, Tottenham, Commercial ‘Traveller 
High Court Pet June zé Ord June 26 
LAYLAND, HENRY, Draper’s gdns, ‘Throgmorton st, 
—— High Court Pet May 17 Ord 
June 26 
LEWIs, EDGAR, Bognor, Sussex Brighton Tet Mar 
8 Ord June 26 
Liwis, WILLIAM, Southampton, Butcher Southamp- 
ton PetJune 24 Ord June 26 
a ~ JOHN, Belgrave, Leices, Bootmaker Leicester 
Pet June3 Ord June 18 
McGricor, JANES, Seaton, Uppingham, Rutland, 
—n in Holy Orders Leicester "Bot April17 Ord 
PALMER, Tous, Belgrave, Leices, Warehouseman 
Leicester Pet Junez5 Ord June 95 
PICKARD, ALFRED BERRY, Leicester, Grocer Leicester 
Pet May 3t Ord June 18 
PIERSON, ‘THOMAS, Minster in Sheppey, Kent, Sexton 
> Cemetery Co Rochester Pet June 24 Ord 
June 25 


Cocker- 





POINTON, WILLIAM, tr Solicitor Orewe Pet 
May 28 Ord June 2 

PoUNSBTT, BENJAMIN, Wallingford, Gome, 3 Nursery- 
man Oxford Pet Juneli Ord June 

Price, Enos ALFRED, VUarisbrooke, I. 7, Butcher 
Newportand Ryde Pet June 25 Ord June 25 

REYNOLDS, Davip, Bwichclawdd, —~ -y Car- 
——— Farmer Carmarthen Pet ay 31 

une 2 

Rows, Wi111aM, Leadgate, Dutham, Baker New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Janit Ord June 25 

STAPELTON, JosiaH GLops, Wemyss rd, Blackheath, 
no occupation Greenwich Pet March 11 rd 
June 19 

SWIRLES, ALEXANDER, Northampton, Currier North- 
ampton PetJune 25 Ord June 25 

SzaprrRa, SAMsoN, Oxford st, China Dealer High 
Court PetJuneé6é Ord June 26 

Tuomas, Joun, Carnewas, St Eval, Cornwall, Farmer 
Truro Pet May 24 Ord June 2 

TINNISWOOD, GEORGE, Preston Preston Pet June 4 
Ord June 24 


WALTON, AuGusTUs, King st, Cheapside, Auctioneer 
High Court Pet April 25 Ord June 26 

WILLIAMS, PHILLIP, Uirwain, nr Aberdare, Glam, 
Sowhenss Keeper Aberdare Pet June 22 Ord 
June 24 

Witson, THOMAS, Batley, Yorks, Rag Merchant 
Dewsbury Pet June 24 Ord June 24 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALLEN, Percy, Colchester, Hairdresser Cvolchester 
Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

AsHDOWN, Horace, Oxford, Grocer Oxford Pet 
June 28 Ord June 28 

Bat, EpMuND‘RoBERT, Blandford, Dorset, Fish- 
monger Dorchester Pet June Ord June 29 

BARRETT, WILLIAM HENRY, the younger, Great 
Yarmouth, Draper Gt Yarmouth Pet June 29 
Ord June 29 

BEEDHAM, JAMES, New Clee, Lincs, Fisherman Gt 
Grimsby Pet June27 Ord June 27 

Beut, Tuomas, Town, Maindce, Mon, Traveliing 
Draper Newport, Mon Pet Juao 2 Ord 


BLACKBURN, WILLIAM, Warley, nr Halifax, Gardener 
Halifax Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

BRIDGWATER, JAMES, Oxford, Builder Oxford Pct 
June 29 Ord June 29 

Davies, CHARLES, Welshpool, Montgomery, Draper 
Newtown Pet June27 Ord June 27 

DAVIES, JOUN, Poutycwmmer, nr Brigend, Glam, 
Ironmonger Oardiff Pet June 2% Pet June 25 

DAvigs, Ropert, Liandulas, Den Sa zh, Grocer Ban- 
gor PetJune27 Ord June 2 

DEARDEN, HENRY MAIDEN, ee. Printer 
Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

FEATHERSTONE, ER, Grimston Grange, near Gi'l- 
ing, Yorks, Farmer Northallerton Pet June 26 
Ord June 26 

Gisss, Emma, Gt Yarmouth, late Coal Merchant Gt 
Yarmouth Pet June 28 Ord June 48 

GILLION, Davip, Gawthorpe, 5 ny Grocer 
Dewsbury Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

GRIGG, SAMUEL, Church row, Limehouse, Shirt Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet June 6 Ord June 24 

Hatt, Joun. York, Tea Merchant York Pet June 
27 Ord June 27 

HESKETH, WILLIAM, Manchester, Corn Merchant 
Manchester Pet June 2 Ord June 2s 

HorFrsk, JEAN, Camberwell New rd, Merchant's 
Clerk High Court PetJune 2s Ord Jane 28 

HOWARD, CUTHBERT, Blakeley, ur Manchester, Piano 
Dealer Manchester Pet Junc6é Ord June 27 

INGHAM, EDWARD, late New broad st, Auctioneer 
High Court Pet June6é Ord June 28 

InGRaM, ARTHUR, Ilford, Essex, Butcher Chelmsford 
Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Kine, Joun, Glastonbury, Somerset, Hay Cutter 
Wells Pet June29 Ord June 2 

LEADBETTER, JAMES. Broseley, Salo», Blacksmith 
Madeley, Salop PetJune 29 OrdJune 23 

LEAFE, JoHN LENG, Gt Grimsby, Grocer Gt Grimsby 
Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

LUDLAM, JEFFERY WILLIAM, Torringtou, Devon, 
Terra Cotta Manufacturer Exeter Pet June 27 
Ord June 27 

Martison, fuoMAS, Southampton, Carriage Builler 
Southampton Pet June 23 Ord June zs 

MILLARD, ARTIUUR CHARLES, Bath, Beerhouse 
Keeper Bath Pet June27 Ord June 27 

PankKeR, /LNEAS JAMES, Crescent lane, Clapham 
common, Coal Merchant Wandsworth Pet June 
28 Ord June 23 

PELLEW, the Hon WItLIAM ADDINGTON WANTHROP, 
Jate of Dunsford, Exeter High Court Pet May 
3t Ord June 26 

PRESS, WALTER, wigacaede, Beds, Draper Bed- 
ford PetJune 29 Ord June 29 

RANDALL, H., Aldershot, locamenant Guildford and 
Godalming Pet June 18 Ord June 29 

Saaw, Lean, Root, nr Rotherham, Grocer Lalifax 
Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

STODDART, JOSEPH, Manchester, Journalist Man- 
chester Pet June 27 Ord Juue 27 

SunMAN, SarRaAw, and EvizaA Minwarp, York, 
Market Gardeners York Pet Juue 29 Ord 
June 29 

SUTHERLAND, WILLIAM T. : late Arlington st, Picca- 
dilly, ‘Gent High Court Pet Juve 14 Ord 


Bolton 


THACKER, GEORGE FREDERICK, Nuneaton, Cabinet 
Maker Coventry Pe: June2z7 Ord June 27 





WALDE, MENACHEM Negpati, Linkenholt, Hants, 
Clerk in Holy Urders Salisbury Pet May 23 
Ord June 27 

Warwas, Taomas Dawson, VPalling next the Sea, 
Norfolk, Miller Great Yarmouth Pet Juae 29 
Ord June 29 f 

WATKINS, HeNney, Worcester, Stationer Worcester 
Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Watson, Dennis LEE, late of Belford, Sack Mer- 
chant Salford Pet June 2% Ord June 27 

WILLIAMS, ALFRED AuUGuUsTUS, Mincing lane, Com- 
_—- Agent High Court Pet June 29 Ord 

une 

WILSON, ARTHUR HENRY, Liverpool, Cotton Broker 
Liverpool Pet Juaoc 29 Ord June 29 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of May 24. 
UNDERWOOD, ARTHUR JOHN, Birmingham, Piano- 
forte Dealer Birmingham Pet May 8 Ord 

May 20 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aarons, NATHAN, late of Brighton, Clothier Jul » 
rad, 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Linco! 


ADKIN, GEORGE, i, Sheer shed, Leics. Baaiager July 
liat3 Off Rec, ne, Leiceste 

Bett, THOMAS, “Ate y Town, Maindee Sen, 
Travelling Draper July ra = 12 Off Rec, 1 
Tredegar place, Newpo 

BLACEBUER, WILLIAM, why .ne T Halifax, Gardener 
July 10at8 Off Rec, Ha 

BOWLEY, JESSE, Eastthorpe, ‘Mirfield, Yorks, Hay 
seed July 9 at 3 Uff Rec, Bank chmbrs, 


© 

BRADLEY. GEORGE, jun,, late of Castleford, Yorks, 
Solicitor July 10 at 11.30 Off Rec, Bond st, 
Waketield 

BRIDGER, FREp, late of Elms rd, Clapham, of no 
occupation July 12at 11 33, Carey st, Linco!n’s 


inn fiel 
CoLuins, PETER, Leeds, Fish Dealer July it atil 
Otf Rec, 22, Park row, 

Coppack, ‘'uoMas. Chester, Carter f+ 9 at 2.30 
nkiuptcy Office, Crypt chmbrs, Chester 
Davies, CHARLES, Welshpool, ner hnnag Drap or 

July 12 at 1 Off Rec, Lianidlocs 
DAVIES, FREDERICK GEORGE, Uaerleon, Mon, Grocer 
July 9atiz Off Rec, 12, Tredegar place, Newport 


Mon 

DEARDEN, HENRY Mane, Bury, Printer July 12 
at 11.30 16, Wood st, B 

Fe MATTHIAS, jun, Bilston, Staffs, Metal Re- 

finer July 13 at 11.30 Off Reo, Wolverhampton 

ramon? J ou Eastwood, Notts, Hairdresser July 
9 at ff Rec, St James’ 8 chmbrs, Derby 

ma....8., GEORGE FREDERICK, Kingswood Hil’, 
nr Bristol, Grocer July 24 at 12.3) Off Rec, Bank 
chmbra, Bristol 

Gsss, EMMA, Great Yarmouth, late Oval Merchant 
July 9 at 10.30 L. Blake, South Quay, Great 
Yarmouth 

GoFFIN, THOMAS, Westleigb, Burlescombe, Devon, 
Inokeeper July 9 at 10.30 Railway Hotal, 
‘Tiverton Junction 

GRAVE, JOSEPH, Cockermouth, Butcher July 11 at 
12 67, Duke st, Whitehaven 

Hat, Joun, York, Tea Merchant July 11 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

HavuXWELL, HENRY FRANCIS, Hove, Sussex, Tutor 
July 9at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

HeExspsn, JOHN, Simonstone, nr Burnley, Waller 
ony 11 at 1.30 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, 


rnley 

Hi, GeorRGE HENRY, Powis st, Woolwich, Wheel. 
wright July 9at3 119, Victoria st, Westminster 

Hoover, Robert, sen, RoperT Hoorsr, jun, and 
ALFRED Hooper, Leyton, Vilmen me ll at 12 
eee bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoin’s ian 

elds 

LAwrTon,DAvip Hgnry, Manchester, Paper Hangiogs 
Merchant July 9 at 11.30 Uff Kec, OUgden's chbrs, 
Bridge st, Manchester 

MATTISON, THOMAS, Southam npton, Carriage Builder 
July izatii Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 

MILLARD, ARTHUR CHARLES, Bath, Beerhouse Keepe® 
July 2atilt 1, Abbey st, Bath 

Moors, E. E., Mecklenburgh sq, Architect July it 
at 2. ra nenney bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln's 
inn 

Morais, Lori, Fieldgate st, Whitechapel, Baker 
July 12 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

PALMER, JOHN, Belgrave, Leicester, Warehouseman 
July 11at12,30 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, Leicester 

Parsons, WALTER AVANT, Heath st, Hampstead, 
Fancy Draper July 11 at it Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Portugal st Lincoln’s inn fields 

Paice, ENos ALFRED, Varisbrooke, I.W., Butcher 
July 13 ati1 Holyrood chbrsa, Newport, I.W. 

Ropesrs, WittiamM McKay, Birmingham, Boot 
— July 11 ati1l 25, Colmore row, Mirmiag- 


SHAW, “LRA: EAU, Wroot, nr Retesiem, formerly Grocer 
July 10 at 3.80 Off Rec, Hali 

Simpson, THORNTON GERALD, - rd, pagaeten 
July 12at1 33, Carey st, Lincoln's ina fiel 

SMITH, JOSEPH, Pontefract, Farmer July 9 ~ : Of 
Rec, Bond ter, Wakefield 

SmiTH, RoBERT, and JOHN BARNES, Bermondsey sq, 
Bermondsey, Builders July 12 at 11 33, Carey 
st, Lincolu’s inn fields 

SUNMAN, Saba, and ExizA Mitwarp, York, Market 
a July 11 at 10.45 Off Rec, 28, Stone- 
gate, Yors 
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Tnomas, Joun, Carnewas, St Eval, Cornwall, Farmer 
July 9at 230 Red Lion Hotel, St Columb 

THOMPSON, JONATHAN, Old Whittington, Derbyshire, 
Yeast Dealer July 10at3 Angel Hotel, Chester- 


field 
TINNIswooD, GEORGE, Preston July 19 at 3 Off Rec, | 


4, — st, Preston 
TowELt, HENRY SMITH, 
Cc ter July 11 at il 
St Swithin’s Jane 
WALDE, MENACHEM Neprutt, Linkenholt, Hants, 
Clerk in Holy Orders July 10 at 1.15 Off Rec, 
Salisbu 


Swan rd, 
No. 16 Room, 30 & 31, 


Waker & Co, Fenchurch st, Indierubber Merchants | 


July 11 at2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 

WATSON, DENNIS LE, Salford, Sack Merchant 
9at12 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbra, Biidge st, Man- 
chester 

Watkins, Henry, Worcester, Stationer July 10 at 11 
Off Rec, Worcester 

Witson, Tuomas, Batley, Yorks, Rag Merchant 
July 9at4 Off Rec, Bank chambrs, Baticy 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


AAROXS, NATHAN, late of Brighton, Clothier Brighton 


Pet June7 Ord June 28 i 
ALpovs, WILLIAM, Norwich. Picture Frame Maker 
Norwich Pet June 22 Ord June 27 


ALLEN, PERCY, Colchester, Hairdresser Colchester 


Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

ARTER, THOMAS ROBERT, Cuble st. Shadwell, Grocer 
High Court Pet June 26 Ord June 29 

Batt, Epmunp Robert, Blandford, Dorsct, Fish- 
monger Dorchester Pet June29 Ord June 29 

BARRETT, WiLrIAM HENRY, jun, Gt Yarmouth, 
Draper Gt Yarmouth PetJune 29 Ord June 29 

BEsTon, FREDERICK GoRE, Brighton, Auctioneer 
Brighton Pet April11 Ord June 28 

BEEDHAM, JAMES, New Clee, Lincs, Fisherman 
Qt Grimsby Pet June 27 Ord June “7 

Bett, THOMAS. Barnard Town, Maindee, Mon, 
Travelling Draper Newport, Mon Pet June 28 
Ord June 28 

BRADLEY, GEORGE, jun, late of Castleford, Yorks, 
Solicitor High Court Pet May 2 Ord Juno 27 

CASSRLS, JOHN DONALDSON, Newcastle on Tyne, Hat 
—— Newcastle on Tyne Pct June 14 Ord 

COSGROVE, JAMES, sen, Gawsworth, nr Macclesfield, 
Retired Schoolmaster Macclesfield Pet June 8 
Ord June 27 

Davies, Jonny, Pontycymmer, nr Bridgend, Glam 
Ironmonger Cardiff Pet June 25 Ord June 25 

DBARDEN, HENRY MAIDEN, Bury, Printer Bolton 
Pet June 28 Ord June 29 

FRATHERSTONE, PETER, Grimstone Grange, nr Gil- 
ling, Yorks, Farmer Northallerton Pet June 26 
Ord June 26 

GILLIon, DAvip, Gawthorpe, Dewsbury, 
Dewsbury Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Hatt, Joun. York, Tea Merchant York Pet June 

rd June 29 

HESKeTH, WILLIAM, Manchester, Corn Merchant 
Manchester Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

HOWARD, CUTHBERT, Blackley, vr _ Manchester, 
Piano Dealer Manchester Pet June 6 Ord 
June 28 

LEADBETTER, JAMES, Broseley, Salop, Biacksmith 
Madeley, Shropshire Pet June 26 Ord June 29 

LEAFE. JOHN LENG, Great Grimsby, Grocer Great 
Grimsby Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

LuDIAM, JEFFERY WILLIAM, Torrington, Devon, 
Terra Cotta Manufacturer Exeter Pet June 27 
Ord June 27 

McDonatp, G. R., Milton st, Fancy Goods Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet June 5 Ord June wv 

McKEAND, ALEXANDER, Blackburn, Draper Black- 
burn Pet March 22 Ord June 21 

OKELL, E11zA, Newcastle st, Strand, Chemist High 
Court Pet June5d Ord June 29 

OLDFIELD, RosertT, Rhyl, Flints, Coal Merchant 
Bangor Pet June7 Ord June 29 


Grocer 


— ——_ —_— 





Hanworth, | 


July | 


Pro- 


PgaARrsON, Tuomas, Goldenhill, Staffs, Collie as 
e 


orietor Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstal 
une 11 Ord June 28 
STEPHENSON, HARRY HERBERT JOHN, Selly Oak, 
Warwickshire, Wice Merchant Birmingham 
Pet April15 Ord June 29 
STODDART, JOSEPH, Manchester, Journalist Man- 
chester Pet June 27 Ord June 27 
SuNMAN, SARAH. and Ex1zA MILWARD, York, Market 
j Gardeners York Pet June 29 Ord June 29 
Timpson, Isaac, Leicester, Commercial Traveller 
| Leicester Pet April29 Ord June 18 
UNDERWOOD, ARTBURJOHN, Birmingham, Pianoforte 
Dealer Birmingham Tet May7 Ord June 21 
WARNES, THOMAS DAWSON, Palling next the Sca, 
Norfolk, Miller Gt Yarmouth PetJune 29 Ord 
June 29 
WATKINS, HENRY, Worcester, Stationer Worcester 
Pet June 27 Ord June 28 
WILLIAMS, ALFRED AUGUSTUS, Mincing lane, Com- 
_—- Agent High Court Pet June 29 O:d 
une 29 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


\ at the Mart, E.C., at 2, Pro- 


| July 9.—Ngwson, Ere ‘ 
Ground Rents (see Advertise- 


perties and Freehok 
ment, June 1, p. 11) 

July 10.—Messers. BAKER & Fons, in a Marquee 
on the Estate. Freehold Building Land (see 
advertisement, this week. p. 6) 

July 10.—Messra, FARKBROTHER, ELLIS, CLARK, & 
Co., at the Mart, E.C., Freehold Property (gec 
advertisement, this week, p. 6). 

July 10.—Messrs. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, CLARK, & 
Co., at the Mart, E.C., Freehold Estate (seo 
advertisement, June 22, p. 552), 

July 10.—Mxssrs. HUMBERT, SON, & FLINT, on the 
Estate, Freehold Building Land (see advertise- 
ment, June 1, p. 10). 

July 12.—Mgssrs. BAKER & Sons, at tho Mart. E.C, 
at : Freehold Estate (see advertisement June 1, 
D. 9). 

July 12,—MeEssrs. HUMBERT, Son, & FLINT, at the 
Mart, E.C., at 1, Freehold Residency (see advertise- 
ment this week, p. 3). 
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COC OE Hees Cee reeear reese sesereees 


eee er errr eT eererr errr erty) 


SOC Cees seeeeee ee eaee 


| Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, it 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 


TY SOLICITORS, BANKERS, and 
Others having the custody of Wills. — Re 
George Morgan, Deceased. — Whereas GEORGE 
MORGAN, late of 15, Powis-road, Brighton, 
Esquire, Deceased, died on the 2ist May last, at 15. 
Powis-road, aforesail, and NO WIUL of the said 
Deceased bas been found. Any person having the 
custody of any document purporting to be the Will 
of the said Deceased is requested to produce the 
same to the undersigned; and any person owing 
money to the said _Decsased is requested to retain 
the same until the Legal Personal Representative is 
ascertained, or to pay the same to the joint account 
of Henry Prince and William Ross-Lewin we at 
the London and County Bank, Pavilion-buildings, 
Brighton. 
LOWE & CO., 2, Tempie-gardens, Temple, London, 
Solicitors for the Next-of-Kin, 


R. H. 8. BOWEN, B.A., LL.B. (First- 

class Honours in Common Law and Equity, 

London Univernity, 1882), Author of “Outlines of 

Specific Performance,” PREPARES for the Ber 

and Solicitors’ EXAMINATIONS and London Law 

Degrees. — Address, 4, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s- 
inn, W.C. Two Residential Puvils can be taken. 

é RECENT RESULTS. 

Final LL.B. Honours: Two out of the five, in- 
cluding the candidate placed first. LL.B.: Half of 
those in the First Division. All candidates sent up 
for ihe April Final and January Intermediate suc- 
ceeded, 


W ANTED, an experienced Clerk, com- 

petent t» attend to Chancery and Common 
Law.—Apply, with particulars, to X. Y. Z., Conssr- 
vative Club, Manchester. 


\TIMSON’S LIST of PROPERTIES for 
SALE for tho present month contains 2,000 invest 
ments and can bo hadfree. Particulars inserted without 
charge. It is tho recognized medium for selling or pure 
chasing property by private contract.—Mr. Stimson, 
Auctioneer, Surveyor and Valuer, 3, New Kent-road, 8.E 


N R. B. A. REEV#S, LAND AGENT and 

SURVEYOR, LONSDALE CHAMBERS, 27, 
CHANUVUERY LANE, is prepared to conduct Sales of 
Freehold and Leasehold Properties by Auction on 
moderate terms. The Management of Property and 
Collection of Rents undertaken. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE fess MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


Io Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor 
the Judicial Bench, Corporation of if 





the Whole cf 
ondon, &c. 


RCKES FOR QUEEN’8 COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Kegistrare, Town Ulerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 
$4, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





THELAW GUARANTEE& TRUST SOCIETY, 


LIMITED, 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1,000,000. | PALD-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 


HEAbD OFFICE: 9, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, London, 


The Hon. BARON POLLOCK. 


The Hon. Mr, JUSTICE KA 


1.—FIDELITY GUARANTEES, given on 
Travellers, and others; also Bonds on behalf of ‘Tin 
detors end Receivers under the High Court, and all 
sppointments, where required ; and 
A. 
B.—ADMINISTRATION BONDS entered 
II.—ADMIRALTY BAIL BONDS granted. 
J1II.—MORTGAGE INSURANCES effected. 


For further particulars apply to the Head Office, as above, or to any of the Branches :— 
LIVERPOOL: 6, Yuork-buildings, 14, Dale-strect. 


City : 9, St. Mildred’s-court, Poultry, E.C, Man 


—LUNACY COMMITTEES’ BONDS granted. 


TRUSTEES : 
Y. 
OBJECTS OF THE SOCIETY: 
behalf of Clerks, Cashiers, 


stees in Bankruptcy, Liqui- 
persons hvlding Government | for Det 
} V 


into at moderate rates, 


| 1V.—DEBENTURES and DANK DEPOSITS guarantee: 
| V.—TRUSTEES FOR DEBENLURE, &e, i 
penture and other Loans. i 
I.—TRUSTEESHIP. The Society is also prepared to be appointed Trustee 
either in existing Trusts or in tuose to be hereatter created. 


General Manager and Secretary, THOS. R. RONALD. 


The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE DAY. 
The Hon. Mr, JUSTICE GRANTHAM, 


1. 
The Society acts as Trustee 


{See special Prospectus.) 


VII.—TITLES GUARANTEED (against defect iu same). 


VILI.—CONTRACTS GUARANTEXD (*s to due porformance). 


CHESTER ; 51, King-street. 


EDINBURGH : 53, George-street. 








